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Dear  Reader: 

T T„np  thU  vear  vou  received  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  Environmental  Impact 

R rUEIR/EIS)  for^he  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  in  Riverside  County  contained  m three'™}8 

Si*  Moil -U 

Proiect  This  three  volume  set  was  presented  and  reviewed  at  the  June  17,  1992,  Riverside  County  wanning 
Commission  public  hearing.  At  that  hearing,  the  Planning  Commission  reviewed  the  editorial  changes  included 

with  this  final  printing: 

Modifications  to  the  Mitigation  Report/Monitoring  Program  Checklist,  and  minor  text  revisions  to 
provide  consistency  with  these  modifications, 

inclusion  of  the  open  space  acquisition,  and  general  environmental  benefit  program,  developed  m 
consultation  with  the  National  Park  Service  and  other  groups, 

Minor  editorial  revisions  to  the  text  to  improve  the  document’s  clarity,  to  reduce  redundancy,  and  to 
eliminate  textual  errors  identified  in  public  testimony. 

to  iho  Planning  Cnmm.non  Hearing,  we 

STe  - “ - 

referenced  this  figure  have  also  been  revised. 

r ,c-rtn  nf  thic  Final  FIR/EIS  with  the  attached  three  volume  version.  The  County 

“ SS.  If  you  should  have  any  questions,  please  contact 

me  at  (714)  275-3259. 


Sincerely, 


RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 
Joseph  A.  Richards,  Planning  Director 


David  Mares,  Planner  III 
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Dear  Reader: 

Attached  is  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  Environmental  Impact  Report  ( EIS/EIR) 
for  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  in  Riverside  County.  This  Final  EIS/EIR  includes 
minor  modifications  to  the  proposed  action  based  on  public  comment,  new  regulations,  and  further 
analysis.  Responses  to  all  public  comments  and  statements  given  at  the  various  public  hearings  are 
also  included. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  served  as  the  federal  lead  and  the  County  of  Riverside  served  as 
the  state  lead  in  the  preparation  of  this  document.  The  joint  document  has  been  prepared  pursuant 
to  the  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  and  the  California  Environmental  Quality 
Act.  The  attached  printed  and  bound  environmental  document  represents  the  joint  Final  EIS/EIR. 

The  Final  EIS/EIR  will  be  used  to  decide  on  the  various  discretionary  actions  by  the  Bureau  and  the 
County.  A Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  will  be  prepared  by  the  Bureau,  however,  a decision  will  not 
be  made  until  after  the  Bureau  has  received  the  Biological  Opinion  from  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service.  It  is  expected  that  the  Biological  Opinion  will  be  received  and  a decision  made  before  the 
end  of  November,  1992. 

Comments  on  the  environmental  documents  or  the  project  will  be  accepted  by  the  Bureau  for  a 30 
day  period  following  the  release  of  the  Final  EIS/EIR.  Your  comments  will  be  considered  in  arriving 
at  our  decision  on  this  proposed  action.  Please  send  your  comments  to: 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs  - South  Coast  Resource  Area 

63-500  Garnet  Ave. 

P.O.  Box  2000 

North  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

We  wish  to  thank  those  persons  who  have  contributed  their  time  and  knowledge  to  this  project.  We 
appreciate  your  interest  and  your  commitment  to  participating  in  this  process. 
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Abstract: 

The  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  is  a proposed  Class  IH  nonhazardous  solid  waste 
landfill  in  an  unused  open  pit  mine  located  at  Eagle  Mountain  in  northeastern  Riverside 
County,  California.  Eagle  Mountain  is  located  in  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area. 
The  project  site  is  comprised  of  about  4,684  acres  of  federal  and  patented  lands.  Under  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA),  about  3,271  acres  of  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  lands  will  be  transferred  to  Kaiser  Steel  Resources,  Inc.,  in  exchange 
for  land  currently  owned  by  Kaiser  Steel  Resources,  Inc.  The  BLM  lands  are  necessary  for 
the  operation  of  the  landfill  and  the  Kaiser  lands  contain  desirable  quality  wildlife  habitat 
on  the  Chuckwalla  Bench.  Also,  a new  FLPMA  right-of-way  would  be  issued  for  the  entire 
length  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line,  the  existing  Eagle  Mountain  Road,  and  the  proposed 
Eagle  Mountain  Road  Extension , which  begins  just  south  of  the  Metropolitan  W ater  District 
(MWD)  pumping  station. 


David  Mares 
County  of  Riverside 
4080  Lemon  Street,  9th  Floor 
Riverside,  CA  92501 
(714)  275-3290 
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The  landfill  itself  will  comprise  2,262  acres.  At  full-scale  operations,  the  landfill  will  accept 
an  inflow  of  up  to  20,000  tons  of  solid  waste  per  day  from  throughout  southern  California 
for  approximately  115  years.  Of  this  total,  18,000  tons  per  day  will  be  shipped  in  containers 
along  the  Southern  Pacific  main  line  to  a rail  junction  at  Ferrum,  from  which  it  will  be 
transported  along  the  52-mile  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  to  the  project  site.  A total  of  2,000 
tons  per  day  of  containerized  waste  will  be  delivered  by  truck.  The  project  will  be  served 
by  a network  of  rail  and  truck  transfer  stations  to  be  located  throughout  southern  California. 

The  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Specific  Plan  amends  the  Riverside  County  General  Plan  and 
Zoning  Ordinance  and  Map  to  facilitate  initiation  of  a landfill  operation  at  the  Eagle 
Mountain  iron  ore  mine  site.  The  Specific  Plan  zone  is  being  created  to  support  the  addition 
of  landfill  and  associated  land  uses  on  the  project  site.  The  design  of  the  landfill  includes 
the  use  of  a composite  liner  on  the  entire  bottom  and  side  slopes  of  the  pit;  a leachate 
collection,  recovery,  and  treatment  system;  and  a gas  collection  system.  Measures  for  dust 
control  and  a number  of  other  planning  and  monitoring  requirements  would  also  be  included 
in  the  project.  All  on-site  drainage  improvements  for  protection  of  run-on  into  the  landfill 
will  be  sized  to  accept  500-year  flows.  The  Specific  Plan  discusses  the  relationship  of  these 
activities  to  the  project. 

The  project  would  contribute  particulates  and  vehicle  emissions  to  the  Southeast  Desert  and 
South  Coast  air  basins,  and  would  also  contribute  to  the  cumulative  overdraft  of  the  region’s 
water  resources.  These  are  significant  impacts  which  cannot  be  entirely  mitigated.  All 
other  potential  adverse  impacts  to  the  environment  either  would  not  be  significant  or  would 
be  mitigated  below  a significant  level  through  design  aspects  of  the  project,  implemented 
either  prior  to  construction  of  the  project  or  as  conditions  of  county,  state,  and  federal  permits 
applicable  to  the  project. 

Other  Federal  and  State  Actions: 

Endangered  Species  Act,  Section  7 consultation  between  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Clean  Water  Act,  Section  404  permit  from  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Solid  Waste  Facilities  Permit  from  the  County  of  Riverside  Department  of  Health  (the  Lead 
Enforcement  Agency)  and  certification  by  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management 
Board 

California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  Code,  Section  1603  agreement 
Discharge  Requirements  from  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 
Board 

Authority  to  Construct/Permit  to  Operate  from  the  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management 
District 

Compliance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
California  Fish  and  Game  Code,  Section  2081  permit 
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Executive  Summary 


Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  (MRC)  proposes  to  develop  a Class  III  nonhazardous  solid 
waste  landfill  in  an  unused  iron  ore  open  pit  mine  at  Eagle  Mountain  in  northeastern  Riverside 
County,  California.  The  landfill  at  peak  operations  would  receive  up  to  20,000  tons  per  day 
(tpd)  of  solid  waste:  18,000  tpd  by  rail  and  2,000  tpd  by  truck.  The  project  is  the  construction 
of  the  landfill  and  access  improvements,  and  operation  of  the  landfill  including  railroad  and 
truck  transport  of  refuse  from  opening  to  closure  and  post-closure  monitoring. 

In  addition  to  the  proposed  action,  several  project  alternatives  were  considered  in  detail  in  the 
draft  environmental  impact  statement/environmental  impact  report  (EIS/EIR):  ( 1 ) the  Reduced 
Landfill  Operations  alternative  allows  for  the  disposal  of  up  to  16,000  tpd  in  a reduced  landfill 
area.  The  reduced  landfill  area  would  be  the  same  as  the  proposed  project’s  area,  less  those 
areas  containing  the  deepest  portions  of  the  East  Pit.  It  would  allow  for  the  disposal  of  14,000 
tpd  by  rail  and  2,000  tpd  by  truck;  (2)  the  Proposed  Action  with  Rail  Access  Only  alternative 
would  limit  the  project  to  16,000  tpd  of  solid  waste,  delivered  by  rail  only.  It  would  avoid  the 
effects  attributable  to  the  100  truck  deliveries  per  day;  and  (3)  the  No  Project  alternative  would 
leave  the  project  area  in  its  present  disturbed  condition  and  avoid  the  potential  effects  of  the 
proposed  landfill.  It  would  require  continued  reliance  on  existing  or  new  landfills  in  southern 
California.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management’s  preferred  alternative  is  the  proposed  action,  as 
modified,  including  the  mitigation  described  in  Section  II.C.  of  this  EIS/EIR. 

Description  of  Actions 

The  federal  lead  agency  is  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM),  from  whom  approval 
would  be  required  for  (1)  a transfer  of  BLM  lands  at  the  project  site  to  Kaiser  Steel  Resources, 
Inc.,  in  exchange  for  Kaiser-owned  lands  along  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line,  and  (2)  granting 
of  a new  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  right-of-way  for  access  to  the 
landfill  over  the  entire  length  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line.  Eagle  Mountain  Road,  and  the 
proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Road  Extension.  The  state  lead  agency  is  the  County  of  Riverside, 
from  whom  approval  would  be  needed  for  a General  Plan  Amendment,  a Zone  Change,  a 
Specific  Plan  for  the  landfill,  revision  of  the  Mine  Reclamation  Plan  approved  in  1978,  and  a 
Development  Agreement.  Other  actions  necessary  to  implement  the  project  identified  and 
covered  by  this  EIS/EIR  include: 

• A solid  waste  facilities  permit  issued  by  the  Riverside  County  Department  of  Health  (the 
Local  Enforcement  Agency  [LEA])  and  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management 
Board; 
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• Waste  discharge  requirements  issued  by  the  Colorado  River  Regional  Water  Quality 
Control  Board  (RWQCB); 

• Authority  to  Construct  and  Permit  to  Operate  the  landfill  gas  disposal  system  issued  by  the 
South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District; 

• BLM  consultation  under  Section  7 of  the  federal  Endangered  Species  Act  with  the  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  for  potential  effects  on  federally  listed  threatened  and 
endangered  species; 

• A streambed  alteration  agreement  with  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
(CDFG)  pursuant  to  Section  1603  of  the  state  Fish  and  Game  Code; 

• A Management  Agreement  with  the  CDFG  under  the  California  Endangered  Species  Act 
(Section  2081  of  the  state  Fish  and  Game  Code); 

• Compliance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act; 

• Possibly,  a permit  from  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  under  Section  404  of  the  federal 
Clean  Water  Act;  and 

• Any  other  permits  and  actions  necessary  to  implement  the  landfill  and  rehabilitation  of  the 
existing  railroad  and  truck  road. 

The  landfill  would  receive  refuse  from  a number  of  off-site  solid  waste  processing  and  transfer 
stations  (materials  recovery  facilities,  or  MRFs).  This  project  includes  the  transport  of  solid 
waste  and  the  transport  and  temporary  storage  of  some  recyclable  materials  from  the  MRFs, 
but  not  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  MRFs  themselves,  which  will  require  separate 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  compliance. 

Modifications  to  the  Project 

A draft  EIS/EIR  was  prepared  and  circulated  for  public  and  agency  review  from  July  19,  1991, 
to  September  17,  1991.  Since  the  draft  EIS/EIR  was  issued,  minor  modifications  have  been 
incorporated  in  the  project  as  a result  of  new  regulations,  responses  to  public  comments,  or 
other  engineering  considerations.  These  changes  are  nonsubstantive  and  do  not  change  any  of 
the  impact  conclusions  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  They  consist  of  changes  in  the  landfill  contain- 
ment system  and  reduction  in  truck  traffic  to  the  landfill. 

Changes  in  the  Containment  System.  The  project  was  originally  proposed  with  a clay  and 
high-density  polyethylene  (HDPE)  liner  under  the  deepest  portions  of  the  landfill  as  a part  of 
the  overall  containment  system.  To  meet  the  requirements  of  new  federal  regulations  and 
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RWQCB  recommendations,  the  proposed  composite  liner  will  underlay  refuse  within  the  entire 
landfill  area,  including  side  slopes.  This  composite  liner  will  consist  of  an  HDPE  flexible 
membrane  liner  (FML),  which  is  underlain  by  a layer  of  low-permeability  soil  or  material  with 
equivalent  properties.  A foundation  and  vadose  zone  monitoring  layer  will  be  placed  under 
the  composite  liner.  A blanket  drainage  system  for  leachate  collection  and  removal  will  be 
placed  above  the  composite  liner,  rather  than  the  leachate  collection  pipes  earlier  proposed.  A 
filter  and  a protective  soil  layer  will  be  installed  over  the  leachate  collection  and  removal 
system.  A landfill  side  slope  liner  is  also  proposed,  consisting  of  an  FML  installed  over  a layer 
of  low-permeability  soil. 

Reduction  in  Truck  Traffic.  Originally,  200  truck  round  trips  per  day  were  proposed  during 
peak  operations  to  haul  refuse  from  several  locations  in  San  Bernardino  and  Riverside  counties. 
As  now  proposed,  the  project  would  set  a limit  of  1 00  truck  round  trips  per  day  from  all  sources. 
After  three  years  of  operation,  there  would  be  no  more  truck-hauling  of  waste  from  outside  the 
desert  communities  relatively  near  the  landfill,  and  the  limit  of  100  truck  round  trips  per  day 
would  apply  throughout  the  life  of  the  project.  Limits  on  truck  trips  would  not  apply  in 
emergency  interruptions  of  railroad  operations. 


Major  Impacts  and  Mitigation 

The  EIS/EIR  identifies  major  impacts  on  air  quality,  water  quality,  biology,  and  cumulative 
effects  on  water  supply.  Mitigation  identified  in  the  EIS/EIR  would  reduce  impacts  for  these 
and  all  other  issues.  For  air  quality  and  cumulative  effects  on  water  supply,  but  for  no  other 
issues,  impacts  would  remain  significant  after  mitigation.  Major  impacts  and  recommended 
mitigation  are  briefly  discussed  below.  A complete  list  of  impacts  and  mitigation  measures  is 
in  Section  II.C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

Air  Quality.  Air  pollution  emissions,  even  after  mitigation,  would  still  exceed  most  thresholds 
used  to  determine  regulatory  actions  over  point  sources.  Therefore,  air  quality  effects  of  the 
project  are  considered  a significant  impact.  The  EIS/EIR  requires  the  landfill  operator  to  retain 
a qualified  air  specialist  to  supervise  all  air  quality  mitigation  and  report  to  trustee  or  regulatory 
agencies.  Mitigation  measures  are  consistent  with  the  best  available  control  technology,  and 
include  operational  measures  for  landfill  equipment  with  combustion  engines;  electrification 
of  landfill  equipment  where  practical;  control  of  fugitive  dust  by  paving,  use  of  dust 
suppressants,  and  suspension  of  operations  in  high  winds;  maintenance  and  operating  strictures 
for  truck  and  locomotive  engines;  shutdown,  maintenance,  operating,  and  emission  control 
procedures  for  heavy  waste-handling  equipment;  and  installation  of  a landfill  gas  recovery 
system  with  regulated  flare  or  energy-recovery  disposal  of  collected  gases. 

Cumulative  Effect  on  Water  Supply.  Use  of  groundwater  for  the  landfill,  considered  together 
with  that  of  other  users,  would  perpetuate  an  overdraft  condition  in  the  aquifer.  Mitigation 
measures  to  reduce  the  demand  for  water  include  recycling  wash  water  and  surface  water  which 
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may  come  in  contact  with  refuse,  but  the  project  would  still  contribute  to  overdraft  of  the 
aquifer. 

Water  Quality.  The  major  potential  impact  to  water  quality  would  occur  if  leachate  or  landfill 
gas  from  the  landfill  were  to  migrate  into  and  contaminate  groundwater,  or  if  runoff  were  to 
contact  refuse  and  subsequently  contaminate  surface  waters.  For  the  protection  of  ground- 
water,  mitigation  measures  in  the  EIS/EIR  include  screening  of  incoming  waste  to  eliminate 
hazardous  materials,  installation  of  a composite  liner  under  all  areas  underlying  refuse, 
installation  of  a leachate  collection  and  disposal  system,  installation  of  a landfill  gas  emissions 
and  migration  control  system,  installation  of  groundwater  pollution  detection  and  monitoring 
wells,  and  installation  of  a vadose  zone  monitoring  system  beneath  the  liner.  For  the  protection 
of  surface  water,  mitigation  measures  include  the  construction  of  a drainage  system  to  conduct 
runoff  away  from  the  landfill  and  all  refuse-handling  areas,  prompt  compaction  and  cover  of 
refuse,  and  use  of  a low-permeability  final  cover  and  grading  restrictions  to  reduce  infiltration 
of  precipitation  into  the  landfill. 

Biology.  Construction  and  operation  of  the  landfill,  access  roads,  and  railroad  could  adversely 
affect  the  federally  endangered  species  desert  pupfish  and  the  federally  threatened  and  state 
endangered  species  desert  tortoise.  The  EIS/EIR  requires  the  landfill  operator  to  retain  a 
qualified  biologist  to  supervise  all  biological  mitigation  and  report  to  trustee  or  resource 
agencies.  For  desert  pupfish,  mitigation  would  consist  of  reviewing  plans  and  monitoring  all 
construction  and  maintenance  work  in  the  Salt  Creek  drainage;  avoidance  of  weed  abatement 
with  chemicals  near  the  habitat;  evaluation  of  railroad  operations  on  the  pupfish  with  appro- 
priate mitigation  satisfactory  to  USFWS  and  CDFG,  if  needed;  and  development  of  an 
emergency  response  plan  to  minimize  impacts  in  case  of  a rail  accident  near  the  habitat.  For 
the  desert  tortoise,  mitigation  for  the  potential  loss  of  tortoises  due  to  road  and  railroad  traffic 
include  monitoring  tortoises  near  the  road  and  railroad,  relocating  tortoises,  and  constructing 
barriers  and  passages  to  keep  tortoises  off  the  traveled  ways.  An  extensive  control  program 
for  ravens,  coyotes,  kit  foxes,  and  other  potential  tortoise  predators  is  recommended.  Mitiga- 
tion is  also  required  for  potential  impacts  to  other  sensitive  species,  including  the  California 
leaf-nosed  bat,  Eagle  Mountain  scrub  jay,  Alverson’s  foxtail  cactus,  Orocopia  sage,  and 
Nelson’s  bighorn  sheep. 
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This  is  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  project.  It  incorporates 
information  contained  in  the  addendum  presented  to  the  Riverside  County  Planning  Commis- 
sion on  June  17, 1992.  The  federal  lead  agency  with  responsibility  for  the  project  is  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  and  the  state  lead  agency  is  the  County  of  Riverside.  This  final  EIS/EIR 
has  been  prepared  pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA),  which  apply  to  the  federal  actions,  and  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA),  which  apply  to  the  state  and  county  actions. 

Volume  I of  this  final  EIS/EIR  contains  a description  of  the  proposed  action  (Section  II.  A.) 
including  modifications  resulting  from  new  legislation  and  public  comments  on  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  (Section  H.B.).  The  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  and 
alternatives,  and  mitigation  measures  intended  to  reduce  impacts  are  summarized  in  Section 
II.G.  of  Volume  I.  Section  VI  of  Volume  I summarizes  the  major  issues  of  concern  raised 
during  the  public  comment  period,  with  a brief  description  of  actions  and  conclusions  in 
response  to  public  comments.  Also  contained  in  Volume  I is  a detailed  response  to  each 
comment  letter  received  (Section  VII). 

Volume  II  of  this  final  EIS/EIR  contains  all  of  the  public  comment  letters  reproduced  in  full 
with  a document  identification  number  in  the  upper  right-hand  comer  of  each  page  of  the  letter. 
Individual  comments  within  each  letter  are  identified  by  marginal  numbers  indicating  the 
beginning  of  the  specific  comment.  The  comment  letters  are  preceded  by  an  index  which 
includes  the  document  identification  number  for  each  letter  and  the  name  of  the  individual  or 
agency  who  produced  the  letter  of  comment. 

Volume  III  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  contains  three  appendixes:  (L)  Updated  Drainage  Report; 
(M)  Updated  Air  Quality  Information;  and  (N)  the  Biological  Assessment  for  BLM’s  Section 
7 Consultation  with  the  USFWS.  It  should  be  noted  that  two  volumes  of  technical  appendixes 
(A  through  K)  were  released  with  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

Numerous  references  are  made  throughout  these  documents  to  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  to 
Volumes  I and  II  of  the  Appendixes.  These  documents  were  previously  circulated  with  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  and  are  not  being  reproduced.  Copies,  however,  are  readily  available  for 
inspection  at  the  locations  identified  in  Section  V.D.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

A.  Background 

The  proposed  project  site  is  located  on  a portion  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  open  pit  iron  ore  mine 
which  was  operated  by  Kaiser  Steel  Corporation  until  1983.  Three  large  open  pits  (approxi- 
mately one  to  two  miles  long)  were  excavated  during  Kaiser’s  operations  at  the  Eagle  Mountain 
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Mine.  These  are  named  the  Black  Eagle  Pit  (westernmost).  Central  Pit,  and  East  Pit  (formerly 
known  as  the  North-South  Pit).  The  past  mining  activities  have  resulted  in  the  creation  of 
significant  stockpiles  of  spoils  material  on  the  site.  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  has  leased 
approximately  8,300  acres  of  the  former  Eagle  Mountain  mine  from  Kaiser  Steel  Resources, 
Inc.  for  a period  of  100  years.  MRC  proposes  to  develop  approximately  4,684  acres  of  this 
property  to  operate  a Class  ID  nonhazardous  sanitary  landfill,  of  which  2,262  acres  would 
contain  the  landfill  itself.  The  East  Pit,  which  is  proposed  for  use  for  landfilling,  is  approxi- 
mately two  miles  long  in  an  east- west  direction,  2,000  feet  wide  north  to  south,  and  400  to  800 
feet  deep.  The  proposed  action  will  involve  a land  exchange  between  BLM  and  Kaiser  Steel 
Resources,  Inc.  and  the  conversion  of  the  existing  52-mile  Kaiser  railroad  right-of-way  and 
Eagle  Mountain  Road  right-of-way  to  new  FLPMA  rights-of-way.  The  Kaiser  railroad  would 
be  reactivated  to  allow  for  rail  transport  to  the  site. 

B.  Purpose 

The  purpose  and  need  for  this  project  are  (1)  to  develop  new  Class  in  waste  disposal  facilities 
needed  to  accommodate  estimated  future  demand  throughout  southern  California  and  (2)  to 
provide  capacity  in  a remote  desert  setting  which  reduces  land  use  compatibility  and  landfill 
gas  emission  problems  faced  by  existing  landfills  in  proximity  to  residential  and  other  urban 
uses. 

A number  of  publications  have  documented  the  need  for  new  refuse  disposal  facilities  is  Los 
Angeles,  San  Bernardino,  Riverside,  and  Orange  counties.  This  information  is  summarized  as 
follows. 

State  Assembly  Bill  (AB)  939,  a recently  enacted  statute  requiring  mandatory  recycling  for 
residential  solid  waste,  is  expected  to  reduce  the  severity  of  the  disposal  capacity  shortfall  in 
Los  Angeles  County  as  this  program  is  implemented  over  the  next  few  years.  The  goal  of  AB 
939  is  to  divert  25  percent  of  solid  waste  from  landfills  by  1995  and  50  percent  by  the  year 
2000.  Historically,  successful  curbside  residential  recycling  programs  have  resulted  in  the 
diversion  of  12-15  percent  of  the  residential  waste  stream  from  landfills.  If  these  results  are 
achieved  in  the  city  of  Los  Angeles,  for  example,  curbside  collection  may  result  in  the  diversion 
of  900  tpd.  This  savings  would  reduce  the  total  waste  landfilled  in  the  city  by  5 percent. 
Additional  savings  will  be  achieved  as  the  City  implements  planned  yard  waste  composting 
and  other  diversion  programs. 

The  Draft  Program  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DPEIR)  for  Los  Angeles  County  Integrated 
Waste  Management  System  (1990)  characterizes  three  scenarios  in  predicting  L.A.  County’s 
waste  generation  and  diversion  rates.  In  all  three  scenarios  it  is  assumed  that  the  amount  of 
waste  generated  will  increase  at  a rate  of  1 percent  per  year  due  to  population  growth  and  at 
an  additional  rate  of  1.5  percent  due  to  per  capita  increases.  The  three  scenarios  are  (1)  assum- 
ing 1990  waste  generation  and  diversion  rates  and  current  recycling  levels,  the  County  will 
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encounter  a shortfall  in  solid  waste  disposal  capacity  in  1991;  (2)  assuming  AB  939  goals  are 
met,  the  shortfall  would  be  delayed  until  1992;  and  (3)  assuming  maximum  compliance  with 
AB  939  and  full  expansion  of  all  existing  landfill  sites,  the  shortfall  would  be  delayed  until 
about  2002,  and  would  remain  relatively  small  until  about  2005.  Regardless  of  which  scenario 
proves  most  accurate,  it  is  a virtual  certainty  that  a serious  shortfall  in  disposal  capacity  for 
solid  waste  will  emerge  by  2005,  and  perhaps  much  earlier. 

As  of  1987,  the  valley  area  of  San  Bernardino  County  (with  80  percent  of  the  county’s  total 
population)  was  generating  and  disposing  approximately  3,900  tpd  of  nonhazardous  solid 
waste  in  five  County-owned  landfills.  If  per  capita  waste  generation  increases  at  the  same  rate 
as  elsewhere  in  southern  California,  existing  capacity  may  be  exhausted  in  approximately  six 
years.  The  County  is  evaluating  the  potential  to  expand  an  existing  landfill  and  to  site  new 
facilities  to  meet  its  long-term  disposal  needs  (Southern  California  Association  of  Governments 
[SCAG]  1988:1-16). 

The  Riverside  County  Waste  Management  Generation  Study  (June  14,  1991)  estimates  total 
solid  waste  generation  in  the  county  during  fiscal  year  (FY)  1989-1990  at  1,861,495  tons.  On 
a six-day-per-week  basis,  this  means  almost  6,000  tpd  are  landfilled  in  the  county.  The  1989 
Riverside  County  Solid  Waste  Management  Plan  (CoSWMP)  projects  that  waste  generation 
will  almost  double  between  1987  and  the  year  2005.  This  projection  is  based  almost  entirely 
on  projected  growth  and  a constant  rate  of  per  capita  waste  generation.  Although  projects  other 
than  Eagle  Mountain  could  conceivably  meet  future  demand  within  Riverside  County,  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  has  reserved  up  to  2,000  tpd  in  its  existing  agreement  with  the  project 
applicant.  The  El  Sobrante,  Lamb  Canyon,  and  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  sites  are  tentatively 
identified  as  future  regional  disposal  sites  in  the  CoSWMP  (1989:XI-40). 

Of  all  the  southern  California  counties.  Orange  County  has  the  most  permitted  disposal  capacity 
relative  to  anticipated  demand.  At  the  current  waste  disposal  rates  of  approximately  12,900  to 
16,100  tpd,  the  permitted  capacity  of  existing  landfills  will  last  for  approximately  11  years. 
The  recent  approval  of  a new  major  landfill  at  Bee  Canyon  will  increase  the  site  life  of  existing 
facilities  to  approximately  1 8 years.  The  County  is  currently  attempting  to  site  a new  facility 
in  the  northern  portion  of  the  county  to  replace  the  existing  Olinda  Landfill.  Without  this  new 
facility,  however,  a capacity  shortage  within  northern  Orange  County  may  occur  in  1994  when 
the  remaining  capacity  at  the  Olinda  Landfill  is  fully  utilized. 

In  addition  to  the  need  for  additional  landfill  space  as  outlined  above,  recent  regulations  could 
reduce  the  number  of  expansions  of  existing  disposal  facilities  in  the  area  thereby  increasing 
the  disposal  capacity  shortfall.  As  a result  of  the  new  Environmental  Protection  Agency, (EP A) 
regulations  for  landfills  (Subtitle  D,  October  9,  1991),  a composite  liner  is  required  for  all  new 
municipal  solid  waste  landfills  and  lateral  expansions.  Compliance  with  the  new  ruling  will' 
thus  significantly  increase  costs  presendy  incurred  from  owning  and  operating  a landfill.  The 
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premature  closure  of  numerous  existing  landfills  is  therefore  possible,  which  would  further 

reduce  the  overall  refuse  disposal  capacity  and  the  site  life  of  remaining  disposal  facilities. 

C.  Actions  Covered 

Actions  identified  and  covered  by  this  EIS/EIR  include: 

1.  Bureau  of  Land  Management  land  exchange  and  right-of-way  grant  pursuant  to  the 
FLPMA.  Federal  lands  currently  within  the  project  area  are  shown  in  the  California  Desert 
Conservation  Area  (CDCA)  Plan  as  being  in  the  following  Multiple-Use  Classes:  Class  I 
- Intensive,  Class  M - Moderate,  and  Unclassified.  In  the  original  CDCA  Plan,  nonhaz- 
ardous  waste  disposal  sites  were  allowed  in  Class  I and  M,  but  a subsequent  amendment 
(1985/#4)  prohibits  use  of  public  lands  for  disposal  of  either  hazardous  or  nonhazardous 
waste  (BLM  1989).  Kaiser  Steel  Resources,  Inc.  has  selected  those  public  lands  it  wants 
to  be  transferred  to  private  ownership.  Land  currently  owned  by  Kaiser  Steel  Resources, 
Inc.  will  be  offered  in  exchange  for  those  selected  lands.  The  land  exchange  will  be  made 
pursuant  to  FLPMA,  Title  II,  Section  206.  A Mineral  Potential  Evaluation  will  be 
completed,  and  a current  fair  market  appraisal  will  be  made  on  both  the  selected  and  offered 
lands.  The  acreages  will  be  balanced  according  to  these  values. 

2.  County  of  Riverside  General  Plan  Amendment,  Zone  Change,  and  Specific  Plan  adoption 
for  purposes  of  establishing  the  landfill  and  associated  uses.  The  Mine  Reclamation  Plan 
approved  in  1978  must  be  revised  and  a Development  Agreement  approved. 

3.  Subsequent  permits  and  actions  necessary  to  implement  the  landfill  and  rehabilitate  the 
existing  railroad  and  truck  road,  including  a solid  waste  facilities  permit  to  be  issued  by 
the  Riverside  County  Department  of  Health  (the  Local  Enforcement  Agency)  and  the 
California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board,  waste  discharge  requirements  to  be  issued 
by  the  Colorado  River  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  and  Authority  to  Construct 
and  Permit  to  Operate  for  the  landfill  gas  disposal  system  to  be  granted  by  the  South  Coast 
Air  Quality  Management  District. 

4.  Consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  required  by  Section  7 of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  because  the  proposed  land  exchange  and  resumption  of  intensive 
use  of  railroad  operation  could  affect  populations  of  the  federally  endangered  desert 
pupfish  and  the  federally  threatened  desert  tortoise.  The  Biological  Assessment  was 
transmitted  to  the  USFWS  on  April  21, 1992.  The  biological  opinion  issued  by  the  USFWS 
may  result  in  changes  to  the  proposed  action  and  the  incorporation  of  terms  and  conditions 
to  protect  the  threatened  and  endangered  species.  The  final  results  of  the  consultation  will 
be  included  in  the  BLM  Record  of  Decision. 
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5.  An  agreement  (pursuant  to  Section  1603  of  the  California  Fish  and  Game  Code)  with  the 
California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  for  the  alteration  of  any  streambed.  Also,  a 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  under  the  California  Endangered  Species  Act,  California 
Fish  and  Game  Code  Section  2081. 

6.  Compliance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act. 

7.  A Section  404  permit  from  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

8.  A Section  401  permit  from  the  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board. 

9.  Written  approval  of  the  MWD  wherever  the  proposed  project’s  improvements  cross  an 
MWD  right-of-way. 

D.  Actions  Not  Covered 

Several  related  discretionary  actions  are  identified  but  not  covered  by  this  draft  EIS/EER.  They 

include: 

1 . County  of  Riverside  General  Plan  Amendment,  Zone  Change,  and  Specific  Plan  adoption 
for  purposes  of  establishing  the  townsite  of  Eagle  Mountain  and  its  associated  activities 
would  be  required. 

2.  Operation  of  the  project  would  depend  on  the  transfer  of  waste  from  a system  of  MRFs  or 
processing  and  transfer  stations  located  throughout  the  areas  served  by  the  landfill.  Some 
of  these  exist  and  others  would  be  developed  in  the  future.  Each  of  these  stations  requires 
its  own  local  land  use  permit  (a  conditional  use  permit  in  most  cases)  and  its  own  solid 
waste  facilities  permit.  These  actions  associated  with  the  off-site  transfer  stations  are  not 
covered  by  this  draft  EIS/EIR  and  will  require  separate  CEQA  compliance. 

3.  Limited  mining  activities  may  continue  during  proposed  landfilling  operations.  These 
mining  activities  have  not  been  assessed  in  this  draft  EIS/EIR  and  may  require  additional 
NEPA/CEQA  environmental  review  and  agency  approval. 
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II.  Description  of  Proposed  Action, 
Modifications,  and  Alternatives 

A.  Proposed  Action 

Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  proposes  to  develop  a Class  III  nonhazardous  solid  waste 
landfill  which  would  accommodate  up  to  20,000  tons  per  day.  State  law  and  regulations 
(Chapter  15  of  Division  3 of  Title  23  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  (CCR)  regulate  the 
disposal  of  four  types  of  wastes:  hazardous  waste,  designated  wastes,  nonhazardous  solid 
waste,  and  inert  wastes.  This  project  will  accept  only  nonhazardous  solid  waste  and  inert 
wastes.  As  defined  in  Chapter  15,  nonhazardous  solid  waste  consists  of  garbage,  trash,  refuse, 
paper,  rubbish,  industrial  waste,  ashes,  appliances,  food  waste,  and  other  materials  provided 
that  such  wastes  do  not  contain  wastes  which  must  be  managed  as  hazardous  waste  or  wastes 
with  soluble  pollutants  in  concentrations  that  exceed  clean  water  quality  standards. 

Refuse  destined  for  landfilling  at  Eagle  Mountain  must  comply  with  the  provision  of  AB  939, 
the  Recycling  Bill.  Such  compliance  means  that  the  refuse  has  been  subjected  to  an  inspection 
program  for  the  removal  of  recyclables  and  hazardous  materials.  If  refuse  does  not  comply,  it 
will  not  be  taken  to  Eagle  Mountain.  Therefore,  several  off-site  solid  waste  processing  and 
transfer  stations  (MRFs)  will  be  necessary  to  serve  the  landfill;  however,  they  are  not  part  of 
the  proposed  action  and  are  not  discussed  in  detail  in  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

The  landfill  site  would  be  located  in  an  unused  iron  ore  open  pit  mine  at  Eagle  Mountain  in 
northeastern  Riverside  County,  California  (Figures  1 and  2).  The  existing  mine  at  Eagle 
Mountain  is  located  on  approximately  4,684  acres,  of  which  3,271  acres  are  under  public 
ownership.  These  public  lands  will  be  transferred  out  of  federal  ownership  to  Kaiser  Steel 
Resources,  Inc.,  in  exchange  for  lands  owned  by  Kaiser  along  the  existing  Eagle  Mountain 
railroad.  The  project  includes  the  conversion  of  the  railroad  right-of-way  granted  to  Kaiser 
Steel  for  mining  uses  between  Ferrum  Junction  on  the  northeast  coast  of  the  Salton  Sea  and 
Eagle  Mountain.  This  rail  line  is  approximately  52  miles  long,  32  miles  of  which  exist  on  a 
legislatively  authorized  right-of-way,  and  would  be  used  to  transport  waste-filled  containers 
from  the  Southern  Pacific  line  at  Ferrum  Junction  to  the  project  site.  A new  rail  spur, 
approximately  two  miles  long,  would  be  built  from  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  to  a container 
handling  yard  located  adjacent  to  the  southeast  portion  of  the  landfill  site. 

During  peak  landfill  operations,  truck  transport  of  4,000  tons  of  refuse,  as  originally  proposed, 
would  have  resulted  in  approximately  200  daily  round  trips  (400  one-way  trips)  between  several 
locations  in  Riverside  and  San  Bernardino  counties  and  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  site.  In 
response  to  traffic  concerns  voiced  by  the  residents  of  the  Coachella  Valley,  the  truck  haul 
component  of  the  project  has  been  reduced  by  one-half.  Additionally,  to  reach  the  maximum 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EIR 


7 


4 TWENTYNINE  PALMS 


uj 

o 

0 

CM 

1 

£E 


FIGURE  1.  PROJECT  LOCATION  RELATIVE  TO  EASTERN  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY 


NATIONAL 


JOSHUA 


monument: 


mei^T- 


- ^^^3.4 


PROPOSED 

PROJECT 


Aqueduct 
;.  s Outlet—, 


EAGLE  MT. 
ROAD 


Wr'T&lZ/'-- 


poi*--’  y \cvV^/ 


Pumping  *1 


"-wtf 


Haitf&iii 


.h3v«fs  Summit 
J7J3 


ou*<- 


Chinaco  Sumrn 


^ EAGLE  MT 

:^0Yf  RAIL  LINE 


■i>rrriij 


'RIVERSIDE  COUNTY 
» IMPERIAL  COUNTY 


miles 


PROJECT  LOCATION  ON  U.S.G.S.  1:250,000  SCALE  MAP, 
SALTON  SEA  SHEET 


FIGURE  2 


- ~ 

R-2100E  2/91 


II.  Proposed  Action,  Modifications,  and  Alternatives 


capacity  allowable  at  the  landfill  (20,000  tpd)  while  reducing  the  truck  trips  by  one-half  from 
4,000  tpd  to  2,000  tpd,  the  amount  of  refuse  transported  via  train  would  increase  by  2,000  tpd, 
from  16,000  tpd  to  18,000  tpd.  The  details  of  this  modification  are  included  in  Section  HB. 
of  this  EIS/EIR. 

Waste  received  by  truck  would  access  the  site  via  an  extension  of  the  existing  Eagle  Mountain 
Road  and  an  existing  on-site  haul  road.  A new  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
right-of-way  would  be  issued  over  the  entire  length  of  the  existing,  legislatively  authorized 
Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  right-of-way,  the  existing  Eagle  Mountain  Road,  and  the  Eagle 
Mountain  Road  Extension,  which  begins  just  south  of  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  (MWD) 
pumping  station.  The  existing  Kaiser  Truck  Trail  legislatively  authorized  right-of-way  would 
be  abandoned.  Additionally,  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Specific  Plan  would  amend  the 
Riverside  County  General  Plan  and  the  Zoning  Ordinance  and  Map  to  facilitate  initiation  of  a 
landfill  operation  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  Mine  site. 

All  federal,  state,  and  county  standards  regarding  design,  construction,  and  operation  of  the 
landfill  would  be  incorporated  into  the  project.  These  include  requirements  for  lining  the 
bottom  and  sides  of  the  East  Pit  before  placing  refuse  and  for  installing  systems  for  collection, 
recovery,  monitoring,  and  treatment  of  landfill  gas  and  leachate  that  may  be  produced  during 
the  life  of  the  project.  Additional  details  of  the  proposed  containment  system  required  by  new 
federal  EPA  regulations  and  RWQCB  requirements  are  included  in  Section  II.B.  of  this 
EIS/EIR.  Mitigation  measures  for  dust  control  and  many  other  planning  and  monitoring 
requirements  would  be  included  in  the  project.  Closure  procedures  and  post-closure  monitor- 
ing and  funding  would  be  provided  by  the  project. 

The  project  would  also  provide  for  the  transport  and  temporary  storage  of  recyclable  materials 
collected  at  MRFs.  The  landfill  footprint  and  adjacent  land  uses  are  shown  in  Figure  3. 

B.  Modifications  to  the  Proposed  Action 

Minor  modifications  to  the  proposed  action  have  been  incorporated  in  the  project  as  a result 
of  new  regulations  and  responses  to  public  comments.  These  modifications  are  included  in 
this  section  of  the  EIS/EIR;  they  do  not  change  any  of  the  impact  conclusions  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR. 

1.  Changes  in  the  Containment  System 

Figure  4 illustrates  the  containment  system,  and  the  following  discussion  summarizes  its  salient 
points,  with  an  emphasis  on  design  modifications  on  the  projects. 
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As  a requirement  of  new  federal  Environmental  Protection  Agency  regulations  for  landfills 
(Subtitle  D,  October  9,  1991)  and  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  recommendations 
(see  Comment  0002-4),  a composite  liner  will  be  installed  over  the  entire  area  underlying 
refuse,  not  just  some  portions  as  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  This  liner  system  will  include 
a high  density  polyethylene  liner,  also  referred  to  as  a flexible  membrane  liner,  placed  on  top 
of  a layer  of  low-permeability  soil.  Material  suitable  for  use  as  a liner  is  described  as  follows: 

Earthen  materials  used  in  containment  structures . . . shall  consist  of  a mixture  of  clay  and/or 
other  suitable  fine-grained  soils  which  have  the  following  characteristics,  and  which,  in 
combination,  can  be  compacted  to  attain  the  required  permeability  when  installed.  Liners 
made  of  such  material  are  referred  to  as  “clay  liners”  in  this  subchapter  (23  CCR  2541(d)). 

As  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  59  and  320),  this  low-permeability  soil  layer  could 
be  constructed  using  compacted  fine  tailing  material  available  on  the  site.  Bentonite  or  other 
material  may  be  added  to  decrease  natural  permeability  (Appendix  C of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 
Additional  detail  describing  the  installation  and  testing  of  the  liner  is  provided  in  Responses 
0001-4  through  0001-10  of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  Current  state  regulations  call  for  this  type  of 
soil  liner  to  have  a minimum  thickness  of  one  foot  and  a permeability  of  1 x 10'6  cm/sec  or 
less.  The  federal  regulations  call  for  a permeability  of  1 x 10'7  cm/sec.  The  project  will  comply 
with  the  most  stringent  applicable  regulations. 

A possible  option  to  the  use  of  the  compacted  fine  tailing  material  for  the  low-permeability 
soil  layer  would  be  to  substitute  a manufactured  geosynthetic  clay  liner  in  some  portions  of  the 
landfill.  A geosynthetic  clay  liner  is  typically  constructed  of  bentonite  sandwiched  between 
two  sheets  of  geosynthetic  fabric.  The  permeability  of  a typical  geosynthetic  clay  liner  is  on 
the  order  of  1 x 10'9  cm/sec,  or  about  1,000  times  less  (better)  than  the  state  performance 
standard  and  100  times  less  (better)  than  the  federal  performance  standard.  Besides  lower 
permeability,  this  approach  would  also  result  in  lower  fugitive  dust  emissions  and  less  water 
use  for  dust  control.  Whether  a low-permeability  soil  liner  is  comprised  of  compacted  fine 
tailings  materials  or  geosynthetic  clay  liner,  a composite  liner  represents  the  state-of-the-art  in 
landfill  liner  system  design. 

Also,  in  response  to  public  comments,  an  engineering  decision  was  made  to  design  the  leachate 
collection  system  using  a blanket  drainage  system,  rather  than  a series  of  interconnecting 
leachate  collection  pipes  operating  under  a gravity  system  in  the  higher  elevations  and  a pump 
system  in  the  lower  elevations  as  discussed  in  Section  IV.F.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  FML, 
which  will  be  placed  between  the  leachate  collection  and  removal  system  and  the  low-perme- 
ability soil  liner,  will  have  a nominal  thickness  of  60-  to  80-mil.  A protective  geotextile  filter 
fabric  will  be  placed  above  the  FML  to  provide  protection  for  the  FML  from  the  drain  rock,  or 
its  equivalent,  to  be  used  in  the  leachate  collection  and  removal  system  (LCRS)  blanket  drain. 

A foundation  and  vadose  zone  monitoring  layer  will  be  placed  beneath  the  landfill  containment 
system.  The  layer  will  range  from  one  to  five  feet  thick  and  will  contain  a monitoring  system 
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to  monitor  the  unsaturated  zone  beneath  the  landfill  containment  system.  To  protect  the 
foundation  and  monitoring  layer  from  infiltration  of  fine  particles  from  the  low-permeability 
soil  liner,  a foundation  geotextile  filter  fabric  acting  as  a separator  will  be  placed  between  the 
upper  surface  of  the  foundation  and  monitoring  layer  and  the  overlying  low-permeability  soil 
layer. 

Although  no  leachate  is  predicted  to  be  generated  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill,  the  site  will 
be  provided  with  a leachate  collection  and  removal  system.  The  LCRS  will  include  a layer  of 
drainage  material,  or  its  equivalent,  placed  above  the  FML.  The  LCRS  layer  will  be  placed  on 
a protective  geotextile  filter  fabric.  A second  geotextile  filter  fabric  will  be  placed  over  the 
upper  surface  of  the  LCRS  blanket  drain  to  control  infiltration  of  fines  from  the  protective  soil 
cover  above  the  LCRS  material.  The  protective  soil  cover  will  maintain  separation  between 
the  refuse  and  the  LCRS  liner  system.  The  protective  soil  cover  will  be  designed  to  avoid 
damage  to  the  underlying  drainage  system  and  liner  during  construction  and  during  initial  lifts 
of  refuse  filling.  The  side  slope  liner  will  also  consist  of  a low-permeability  soil  liner  having 
a permeability  of  1 x 10'7  cm/sec  or  less  and  a 60-  to  80-mil  FML. 

2.  Reduction  in  Truck  Traffic 

During  peak  landfill  operations,  truck  transport  of  4,000  tons  of  refuse,  as  originally  proposed, 
would  have  resulted  in  approximately  200  daily  round  trips  (400  one-way  trips)  between  several 
locations  in  Riverside  and  San  Bernardino  counties  and  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  site.  The 
“truck  haul”  component  of  the  project  has  been  reduced  by  one-half  in  response  to  comments 
regarding  traffic  concerns  voiced  by  the  residents  of  the  Coachella  Valley.  The  following 
project  revisions  relate  to  truck  traffic: 

a.  Set  a maximum  daily  limit  of  100  on  the  number  of  trucks  from  all  sources  (this  total 
includes  trucks  originating  from  outside  and  from  within  the  desert  communities).  This 
would  reduce  truck  trips  by  one-half,  to  a maximum  of  100  round  trips  (200  one-way  trips) 
per  day. 

b.  Set  a “sunset”  on  all  trucks  which  originate  from  outside  of  the  desert  communities, 
beginning  three  years  after  the  date  on  which  the  landfill  commences  operations.  That  is, 
three  years  after  start-up  of  the  landfill,  there  will  be  no  more  truck-hauling  of  waste  from 
outside  the  desert  communities. 

c.  Set  a limit  on  the  number  of  trucks  that  may  originate  from  within  the  desert  communities 
throughout  the  life  of  the  project  at  100  trucks  per  day  maximum  as  stipulated  in  item  la., 
above.  That  is,  even  after  the  third  year  “sunset”  on  truck  haul  of  solid  wastes  goes  into 
effect,  the  desert  communities  may  generate  all  the  truck-hauling  deemed  necessary  to 
serve  the  needs  of  the  community,  provided  the  total  number  of  trucks  per  day  does  not 
exceed  100. 
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d.  Set  no  limit  on  the  number  of  trucks  employed  during  “emergency  operations”  such  as 
those  resulting  from  activities  (acts  of  nature,  strikes,  etc.)  which  may  interrupt  railroad 
operations. 

To  reach  the  maximum  capacity  allowable  at  the  landfill  (20,000  tpd)  while  reducing  the  truck 
trips  by  half  from  4,000  tpd  to  2,000  tpd,  the  amount  of  refuse  transported  via  train  would 
increase  by  2,000  tpd  (that  is,  12  percent),  from  16,000  tpd  to  18,000  tpd.  The  analysis  of  the 
proposed  action  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  assumed  a maximum  of  six  trains  per  day  (except  for  air 
quality),  with  a maximum  of  20,000  tpd  (pp.  31, 39, 49,  50,  and  85)  and  that  “each  train  would 
carry  approximately  3,500  tons  of  refuse  (p.  50).”  Therefore,  all  impacts,  except  for  air  quality, 
associated  with  the  transport  of  18,000  tpd  via  train  (with  a continued  maximum  of  six  train 
trips  per  day)  would  remain  within  a reasonable  range  of  those  impacts  and  alternatives 
analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

The  air  quality  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  75,  Appendix  E)  assumed  that  up  to  16,450 
tons  of  trash  per  day  could  be  hauled  by  4.7  trains  (3,500  tpd  per  4.7  trains).  An  analysis  of 
air  quality  impacts  due  to  the  project  revision  of  18,000  tons  per  day  of  trash  on  4.7  trains  and 
2,000  tpd  of  trash  on  100  trucks  is  contained  in  Attachment  10  of  Appendix  M of  the  final 
EIS/EIR.  This  analysis  requires  adding  330  tpd  per  4.7  trains  to  the  original  analysis  to 
accomplish  hauling  18,000  tpd  for  the  reduced  truck  modification. 

The  analysis  in  Attachment  10  of  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR  discusses  in  detail  that  with 
mitigation  the  total  nitrogen  oxides  (NOx)  and  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  emissions  for  the 
reduced  truck  modification  are  approximately  3 percent  higher  than  for  the  proposed  project 
as  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  This  is  because  the  NOx  and  CO  emission  factors  for  rail 
hauling  are  slightly  higher  than  for  truck  hauling  per  ton/mile  (6  percent  and  4 percent, 
respectively).  In  addition,  the  reduced  truck  modification  results  in  2,000  tons  of  solid  waste 
per  day  being  transported  a longer  distance  than  for  the  proposed  project  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
(146  miles  by  rail  versus  75  miles  by  truck).  Therefore,  the  combination  of  higher  NOx  and 
CO  emission  factors  for  rail  hauling  and  a longer  hauling  distance  for  the  2,000  tons  of  waste 
per  day  results  in  higher  NOx  and  CO  emissions  for  the  reduced  truck  modification. 

In  contrast,  total  volatile  organic  chemicals  (VOC),  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2),  and  10-micron 
particulate  matter  (PM  10)  emissions  for  the  reduced  truck  modification  are  lower  than  for  the 
proposed  project  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  This  is  because  the  VOC,  SO2,  and  PM  10  emission 
factors  for  rail  hauling  are  significantly  lower  than  for  truck  hauling  per  ton/mile  (45,  80,  and 
35  percent,  respectively).  As  a result,  even  with  a longer  haul  distance  for  2,000  tons  of  solid 
waste  per  day,  the  reduced  truck  modification  has  lower  overall  VOC  (1.5  percent),  SO2  (0.6 
percent),  and  PM  10  (1.9  percent)  emissions  than  the  proposed  project  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

The  VOC,  SO2,  and  PM  10  emission  decreases  associated  with  the  modified  project  would, 
therefore,  result  in  a slight  reduction  in  air  quality  impacts,  while  the  increases  in  NOx  and  CO 
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emissions  represent  a slight  worsening  of  impacts.  Mitigation  measures  developed  through 
the  environmental  review  process  are  not  influenced  by  these  slight  changes.  The  draft 
EIS/EIR’ s conclusion  that  air  quality  impacts  would  be  significant,  even  with  mitigation,  would 
remain  valid. 

In  light  of  the  above,  the  project  modification  to  decrease  truck  tonnage  and  increase  rail 
tonnage,  which  is  proposed  in  response  to  public  comments,  does  not  constitute  a substantial 
change  in  the  20,000  tpd  project  described  and  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

C.  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program 

1.  Introduction 

Under  both  federal  and  state  environmental  law,  a mitigation  monitoring  and  reporting  program 
is  required  for  any  approved  project  for  which  an  EIS  or  EIR  is  prepared.  The  lead  agencies 
for  preparation  of  the  environmental  document  are  responsible  for  developing  and  implement- 
ing the  program.  For  this  project,  the  lead  agency  under  NEPA  is  the  federal  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  and  the  lead  agency  under  CEQA  is  the  County  of  Riverside.  For  both  federal 
and  state  projects,  the  mitigation  monitoring  and  reporting  program  requires  a procedure  or 
mechanism  for  assuring  that  all  mitigation  specified  in  the  environmental  document  and 
required  by  the  terms  of  project  approval  is  accomplished  as  specified,  and  that  the  lead  agency 
is  informed  of  its  accomplishment.  For  BLM,  the  requirement  is  discussed  in  Chapter  VI  of 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Handbook  (BLM  Handbook  H- 1790-1);  for  the  County  of 
Riverside,  the  statutory  requirement  is  Section  21081.6  of  the  California  Public  Resources 
Code  (CEQA). 

From  a regulatory  perspective,  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  project  is  complex,  with  a number 
of  agencies,  each  having  jurisdiction  over  certain  kinds  of  resources,  involved  in  the  approval 
and  permitting  process.  These  agencies  often  have  regulatory  oversight,  enforcement,  and 
reporting  requirements  that  correspond  closely  to  the  monitoring  and  reporting  of  mitigation 
required  by  NEPA  and  CEQA. 

2.  How  to  Use  the  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring 
Program 

The  program  has  been  designed  to  include  all  mitigation  recommended  in  the  final  EIS/EIR, 
arranged  by  the  issues  as  they  are  discussed  in  the  document — water  quality,  public  health  and 
safety,  and  so  on.  Because  there  are  no  significant  impacts  identified  in  the  two  issues  of  growth 
inducement  and  socioeconomics  and  of  cultural  resources,  there  is  no  mitigation  required  and, 
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hence,  neither  section  is  identified  in  this  program.  Codes,  abbreviations,  and  acronyms  used 
in  the  program  are  identified  at  the  end  of  this  discussion. 

The  first  column  lists  each  potentially  significant  environmental  effect  identified  in  the 
EIS/EIR,  and  for  each  effect,  the  second  column  lists  corresponding  mitigation  measures.  If 
adopted  by  the  lead  agencies  in  approving  the  project,  these  measures  will  become  legal 
requirements  for  inclusion  in  the  project.  In  most  cases,  they  would  be  stated  as  conditions  or 
obligations  of  the  applicant  in  some  project-specific  document  or  permit,  or  would  be  required 
by  some  more  generally  applied  regulation.  The  third  column  identifies  the  applicable 
document,  permit,  or  regulation. 

The  heading  “Checkpoint”  is  intended  to  identify  the  place  in  the  activity  under  consideration 
where  the  monitoring  or  reporting  of  mitigation  will  occur,  and  by  a coded  entry,  the  action 
(such  as  a field  check  or  report)  of  the  mitigation  and  reporting  program  that  would  occur  at 
that  point.  “Monitor  Period”  indicates  the  phase  or  stage  of  the  project  in  which  monitoring 
will  occur.  The  overall  project  includes  operation  of  the  landfill  itself  and  a number  of  related 
and  off-site  activities.  The  coded  entry  in  the  Monitor  Period  column  indicates  whether  the 
entry  applies  to  the  landfill  itself,  or  the  particular  other  activity  indicated  in  the  statements  of 
effect  and  mitigation.  “Report  Frequency”  lists  whether  reporting  is  intended  to  be  done  once, 
at  regular  periods,  or  when  triggered  by  an  event. 

As  already  noted,  one  or  several  agencies  responsible  for  particular  resources  or  services  may 
have  an  obligation  or  interest  in  the  accomplishment  of  mitigation.  In  some  cases,  more  than 
one  agency  may  have  responsibility  for  tracking  a given  measure.  These  agencies  are  entered 
in  the  program’s  next-to-the-last  column,  and  are  the  ones  with  particular  interest  in  the 
accomplishment  of  the  measure,  either  through  the  agency’s  special  responsibility,  or  because 
the  document  bearing  the  condition  is  that  agency’s  responsibility,  or  both.  The  column 
contains  acronyms  that  are  usually  readily  identifiable  but  are  included  in  the  code  list  at  the 
beginning  of  the  program.  One  acronym  may  need  additional  explanation:  the  Local  Enforce- 
ment Agency  is  established  by  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  specifically  as  a local  agency 
with  responsibility  for  tracking  and  enforcing  the  regulation  of  solid  waste  disposal.  For  the 
Eagle  Mountain  landfill  project,  the  LEA  is  the  Riverside  County  Department  of  Environmental 
Health.  The  last  column  in  the  program  contains  a coded  entry  for  the  sanctions  to  be  applied 
in  the  case  of  noncompliance  with  the  stated  mitigation  measure. 

The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  are  named 
for  most  biological  mitigation,  with  USFWS  also  responsible  for  conditions  of  the  U.S. 
Endangered  Species  Act  Section  7 permit.  Since  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Specific  Plan 
No.  252  is  a Riverside  County  planning  document,  the  Riverside  County  Planning  Department 
is  named  as  the  monitoring  and  reporting  agency  for  a number  of  measures  required  in  the 
Specific  Plan.  Regardless  of  the  particular  agency  named  in  the  program,  however,  BLM  and 
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Riverside  County  have  overall  responsibility  for  enforcing  all  mitigation  measures,  including 
the  power  to  seek  whatever  legal  remedies  may  be  necessary  for  noncompliance. 

3.  Citizen’s  Oversight  Committee 

As  a means  of  providing  a forum  for  citizens  to  review  the  operation  of  the  landfill,  the  County 
of  Riverside  will  establish  a project  oversight  committee  as  a condition  of  approval  for  the 
Specific  Plan.  The  general  functions  and  possible  composition  of  this  oversight  committee  are 
outlined  below. 

a.  Purposes 

• To  review  and  report  on  the  effectiveness  of  mitigation  and  regulatory  measures  that 
have  been  mandated  by  the  various  responsible  public  agencies. 

• To  assure  that  state  and  local  regulatory  agencies  are  fully  apprised  of  local  concerns. 

• To  provide  an  easily  accessible  public  forum  for  community  concerns. 

• To  provide  reports  to  the  regulatory  agencies  and  the  media  regarding  the  status  of 
the  project  and  the  mitigation  measures. 

b.  Membership 

Appointments: 

• Four  members  appointed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  at  least  two  of  whom  must 
reside  in  the  Eagle  Mountain/Lake  Tamarisk/Desert  Center  area  and  at  least  one  of 
whom  shall  be  a member  of  a recognized  environmental  group. 

• Two  members  appointed  by  Coachella  Valley  Association  of  Governments. 

• One  member  appointed  by  the  Western  Riverside  County  of  Governments. 

• One  member  appointed  by  MRC  (ex  officio). 

Procedures  for  Appointment:  Appointing  agencies  shall  publicly  advertise  for  citizens  inter- 
ested in  filling  vacant  positions  on  the  committee  and  shall  not  appoint  members  of  the 
appointing  agency  or  its  staff. 
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c.  Rules  of  Procedure 

• At  its  first  committee  meeting,  all  members  shall  draw  lots  to  establish  staggered 
terms  for  board  members.  Four  members  of  the  first  committee  shall  serve  terms 
for  four  years,  and  three  members  of  the  first  committee  shall  serve  terms  of  three 
years.  Thereafter,  all  members  shall  serve  four-year  terms. 

• The  committee  shall  establish  its  own  rules  of  order. 

• The  committee  shall  elect  its  own  chairperson. 

• The  committee  shall  act  by  consensus  whenever  possible. 

• The  committee  shall  meet  at  least  quarterly,  but  at  more  frequent  intervals  should 
the  conditions  warrant.  At  least  one-half  of  all  of  its  meetings  shall  be  held  in  the 
Eagle  Mountain/Lake  Tamarisk/Desert  Center  area. 

• The  committee  may  establish  ad  hoc  committees,  such  as  technical  advisory  com- 
mittees, made  up  of  persons  not  belonging  to  the  committee  at  large  to  address 
specific  issues. 

• Meetings  shall  be  open  to  the  public,  and  the  minutes  will  be  filed  with  the  County 
Administrator’s  office. 

• The  committee  shall  produce  an  annual  report  on  its  activities  and  concerns,  shall 
file  the  same  with  the  County  Administrator’s  office,  and  shall  make  the  report 
available  to  the  media. 

d.  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation 

• MRC  will  provide  meeting  space  accessible  to  the  public. 

• MRC  will  provide  the  committee  with  copies  of  all  final  applications  submitted  to 
any  regulatory  body,  copies  of  all  permits  issued  by  all  such  bodies,  as  well  as  copies 
of  any  notice  or  citation  issued  by  any  regulatory  body  alleging  any  violation  of  any 
law,  statute,  regulation,  or  condition  of  approval. 

• MRC  will  provide  the  committee  with  copies  of  all  written  complaints  received  by 
it  from  any  source. 

• MRC  will  provide  reasonable  access  to  the  landfill,  subject  only  to  site  safety 
requirements. 
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• MRC  will  provide  secretarial  services  for  the  taking  of  minutes  and  correspondence. 

e.  County  of  Riverside 

Upon  request  of  the  committee,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  shall  consider  special  appropriations 
on  a periodic  and  as-needed  basis  for  the  hiring  of  special  experts  when  such  expertise  is  not 
available  within  existing  County  departments,  and  when,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee  and 
the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  independent  expertise  of  outside  consultants  is  required  to  enable 
it  to  fulfill  its  purposes. 

The  establishment  of  this  committee  is  expected  to  accomplish  several  desirable  ends.  First, 
it  would  enable  the  lead  agencies  to  efficiently  accomplish  their  responsibility  for  mitigation 
tracking  and  reporting.  Second,  it  could  act  as  a lead  agency  decision-tracking  authority  to 
assure  that  all  mitigation,  including  that  which  is  not  within  the  responsibility  of  a particular 
resource  agency,  is  duly  accomplished.  Third,  it  would  provide  a forum  for  all  responsible 
agencies  (including  the  lead  agencies)  to  disseminate  information  and  act  in  concert  to 
discharge  the  responsibility  for  monitoring  mitigation. 

4.  Long-Term  Monitoring  Team 

The  EIS/EIR  for  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  identifies  many  mitigation  measures 
for  impacts  to  biological  resources.  There  remains  among  agencies  such  as  the  National  Park 
Service  (NPS),  however,  a concern  that  long-term,  subtle  changes  which  may  or  may  not  occur 
in  the  desert  ecosystem  have  not  been  adequately  addressed,  in  part  because  such  impacts  are 
not  predictable  and  in  part  because  CEQA  and  NEPA  tend  to  focus  on  listed  or  candidate 
species  as  the  measure  of  an  impact’s  significance.  Therefore,  a long-term  ecosystem  moni- 
toring effort  will  be  established. 

Establishment  of  a monitoring  team  recognizes  that  all  of  the  long-term,  often  subtle  impacts 
of  the  landfill  operation  on  adjacent  desert  ecosystems  cannot  be  fully  predicted.  There  is, 
then,  a need  to  establish  reliable  baseline  data  and  monitor  changes  over  time  utilizing  carefully 
designed  methodologies  and  research  protocols  to  be  able  to  identify  changes  in  the  ecosystems 
and  the  causes  of  those  changes  in  a manner  that  also  indicates  the  probable  solutions  to  the 
identified  problems.  This  monitoring  effort,  while  designed  to  help  mitigate  potential,  long- 
term impacts,  also  provides  the  positive  benefit  of  advancing  scientific  understanding  of  desert 
ecosystems  in  a way  which  enhances  various  resource  agencies’  abilities  to  effectively  manage 
and  protect  those  ecosystems. 

It  is  proposed  that  the  monitoring  team  consist  of  three  full-time  field  biologists  (one  from  NPS 
and  BLM  and  a lead  biologist  or  team  leader  from  USFWS)  functioning  as  an  interdisciplinary 
team  with  additional  seasonal  assistance.  The  monitoring  team  would  be  overseen  by  a 
Monitoring  and  Research  Methodology  Oversight  Committee  composed  of  academic  experts 
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who  would  serve  as  volunteers,  reimbursed  only  for  travel  expenses.  The  committee  would 
fulfill  three  primary  functions:  (1)  developing  research  protocols  and  methodologies, 
(2)  reviewing  and  approving  the  monitoring  team’s  annual  work  plan  and  its  annual  report, 
and  (3)  providing  expertise  and  access  to  other  experts  for  the  monitoring  team.  The  basic 
purpose  of  the  monitoring  team  is  as  follows: 

The  monitoring  team  would  implement  monitoring  and  complete  inventories  of  animals  and 
vegetation  on  the  BLM  and  Monument  lands  adjacent  to  the  proposed  landfill.  All  components 
of  natural  systems  would  be  considered  including  species  not  already  protected  by  listed  status. 
The  team  would  look  at  biodiversity,  present  distributions  of  organisms,  and  use  geographic 
information  system  (GIS),  satellite  imagery,  or  other  remote  sensing  tools  for  mapping. 
Monitoring  protocols  and  guidelines  would  be  developed  by  a technical  advisory  committee 
in  cooperation  with  university  experts  such  as  those  already  included  in  the  NPS’s  Cooperative 
Park  Studies  Units  (CPSUs).  These  professional  contacts  would  assure  accessible  advice, 
detailed  peer  review,  and  objective  implementation  of  experimental  designs. 

The  MRC  staff  biologist  responsible  for  implementation  of  species  specific  mitigation  mea- 
sures would  maintain  close  coordination  with  the  monitoring  team.  All  data  and  information 
generated  by  the  monitoring  team  would  be  public  information,  readily  available  to  the 
Environmental  Oversight  Committee,  MRC,  and  other  agencies  and  user  groups. 

5.  Changes  in  the  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring 
Program 

Over  the  course  of  the  project,  it  is  likely  that  events  will  occur  which  will  lead  to  revisions  to 
the  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program.  Refinements  or  adjustments  in  specific  mea- 
sures which  result  from  monitoring  activities  are  likely.  For  example,  monitoring  along  Eagle 
Mountain  Road  or  the  Eagle  Mountain  railroad  may  identify  adjustments  necessary  in  the 
installation  of  barriers  and  culverts  installed  to  protect  desert  tortoise.  Newer  technologies  may 
become  available  for  groundwater  protection  or  the  reduction  of  air  emissions.  Enforcement 
responsibility  and  available  sanctions  for  noncompliance  may  change  over  time.  These,  and 
other  changes,  may  lead  to  revisions  in  the  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program.  These 
modifications  would  have  to  be  prepared  and  reviewed  by  the  oversight  committee,  and 
appropriate  regulatory  agencies.  Any  changes  that  would  constitute  significant  amendments 
to  the  Specific  Plan  or  other  discretionary  permits  associated  with  the  project  would  also  be 
subject  to  a new  environmental  review.  Coordination  of  effort  among  responsible  agencies  is 
particularly  important  because  of  the  number  of  agencies  involved  and  because  several 
mitigation  measures  apply  to  different  issues.  Compaction  of  trash  into  the  landfill  face  and 
prompt  cover  with  six  inches  of  earth  material,  for  instance,  is  listed  as  a mitigation  measure 
under  biology,  water  quality,  air  quality,  and  visual  issues.  It  will  be  required  under  the  solid 
waste  facilities  permit,  for  which  the  primary  responsible  agency  is  the  Riverside  County  LEA. 
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Through  the  oversight  committee,  other  responsible  agencies  could  be  assured  that  certain 
mitigation  measures  are  being  implemented  without  unnecessary  duplication  of  the  monitoring 
effort. 
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H Proposed  Action,  Modifications,  and  Alternatives 


D.  Alternatives  Considered  in  Detail 

In  addition  to  the  proposed  action,  the  following  project  alternatives  are  considered  in  detail 
in  the  EIS/EIR.  Within  each  environmental  topic  discussed,  their  impacts  are  compared  with 
that  of  the  proposed  project. 

1.  Reduced  Landfill  Operations  Alternative 

This  alternative  would  allow  for  the  disposal  of  up  to  16,000  tpd  in  a reduced  landfill  area. 
The  reduced  landfill  area  would  be  the  same  as  the  proposed  project’s  area,  less  those  areas 
containing  the  deepest  portions  of  the  East  Pit.  It  would  allow  for  the  disposal  of  14,000  tpd 
by  rail  and  2,000  tpd  by  truck.  Truck  traffic  is  included  in  this  alternative  to  enable  the  project 
to  serve  potential  future  demand  in  Riverside  County,  which  cannot  be  economically  served 
by  rail  transportation. 

This  alternative  would  have  the  effect  of  reducing  the  capacity  of  the  landfill  by  approximately 
20  percent  compared  to  the  proposed  project.  However,  at  an  inflow  of  1 6,000  tpd,  the  potential 
1 15-year  site  life  of  the  project  would  not  be  reduced. 

2.  Proposed  Action  with  Rail  Access  Only  Alternative 

This  alternative  would  limit  the  project  to  16,000  tpd  of  solid  waste,  delivered  by  rail  only.  It 
would  avoid  the  effects  attributable  to  the  200  truck  deliveries  per  day,  but  it  would  also  remove 
some  of  the  operational  flexibility  of  the  project.  Communities  without  rail  service  either  could 
not  use  the  proposed  landfill  or  would  have  the  extra  cost  of  providing  truck  transport  to  a 
transfer  station  with  rail  access. 

3.  No  Project  Alternative 

This  alternative  would  leave  the  project  area  in  its  present  disturbed  condition  and  avoid  the 
potential  effects  of  the  proposed  landfill.  It  would  require  continued  reliance  on  existing  or 
new  landfills  in  southern  California. 
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II.  Proposed  Action,  Modifications,  and  Alternatives 


E.  Alternatives  Considered  and  Eliminated  From 
Detailed  Analysis 

1.  Landfills  in  Counties  Where  Waste  is  Generated 

Potential  landfill  sites  in  Los  Angeles  County  were  considered,  but  were  eliminated  from 
detailed  analysis  because  of  limited  capacities  and  because  available  information  is  inadequate. 
Detailed  analysis  is  not  possible  at  this  time  because  development  of  landfills  in  Los  Angeles 
County  is  remote  in  planning  and  processing  times  and  is  speculative. 

2.  Alternative  Sites  in  the  Eagle  Mountains 

The  use  of  the  Central  Pit  or  Black  Eagle  Pit  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  Mine  were  considered  as 
possible  alternatives.  The  Central  Pit  was  eliminated  from  detailed  analysis  because  of  limited 
capacity  and  because  it  is  remote  from  and  at  a substantially  higher  elevation  than  the  proposed 
Phase  II  container  handling  yard.  The  Black  Eagle  Pit  was  eliminated  from  detailed  analysis 
because  it  is  closer  to  the  ridgeline  that  would  make  the  landfill  potentially  visible  from  Joshua 
Tree  National  Monument  and  because  use  of  the  Black  Eagle  Pit  as  a landfill  could  preclude 
mining  of  potential  precious  metal  deposits  adjacent  to  the  site. 

3.  Waste  Diversion  Programs 

Waste  diversion  strategies  such  as  recycling,  green  waste  composting,  and  source  reduction 
were  considered  and  eliminated  because  they  may  reduce  the  volume  of  solid  waste  disposed 
of  in  landfills  but  would  not  fully  eliminate  the  need  for  landfills.  Waste  combustion  for  energy 
was  not  considered  further  because  of  substantial  and  significant  air  quality  impacts  compared 
to  the  landfill.  Recycling  will  be  conducted  at  materials  recovery  facilities  as  part  of  the  transfer 
stations  for  the  proposed  landfill.  Even  if  recycling  achieves  state -man dated  goals  of  diverting 
25  percent  of  the  waste  stream  by  1995  and  50  percent  by  2000, 20,000  tons  per  day  of  landfill 
capacity  would  still  be  required  for  the  remainder  of  solid  waste.  Green  waste  composting 
could  reduce  solid  waste  volumes  by  up  to  30  percent,  but  the  market  for  the  product  is  uncertain 
and  the  composting  process  may  have  significant  odor,  visual,  and  noise  impacts.  Source 
reduction  would  reduce  all  impacts  associated  with  the  landfill  but  requires  a large-scale 
legislative  program,  stringent  and  large-scale  enforcement,  and  good  promotional  and  educa- 
tional programs  to  achieve  even  a partial  reduction  in  landfill  demand. 
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II  Proposed  Action,  Modifications,  and  Alternatives 


4.  Alternative  Railroad  Alignment 

Potential  impacts  to  the  federally  threatened  desert  tortoise  could  result  from  reactivation  of 
the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  through  the  BLM  Chuckwalla  Bench  Area  of  Critical  Environ- 
mental Concern  (ACEC)  due  to  the  possible  habitat  fragmentation  and  the  direct  impact  on 
individual  species.  This  area  has  been  identified  in  the  USFWS’s  desert  tortoise  recovery  plan 
as  a critical  habitat.  The  only  way  to  avoid  crossing  the  high  density  tortoise  habitat  in  the 
Chuckwalla  Bench  would  be  to  consider  other  rail  routes  or  the  elimination  of  rail  haul  entirely. 
As  a result  of  agency  concerns  for  the  welfare  of  the  desert  tortoise,  three  transportation 
alternatives  to  avoid  high  density  tortoise  habitat  were  considered.  Due  to  additional  environ- 
mental impacts  resulting  from  implementation  of  these  alternatives,  they  were  not  considered 
in  detail.  A brief  discussion  of  each  alternative  follows. 

Three  alternatives  would  be  to  relocate  the  railroad  to  cross  the  Orocopia  Mountains,  to 
construct  a new  rail  line  from  the  Southern  Pacific  main  line  in  Indio  along  the  Interstate  10 
(I- 10)  corridor  to  the  existing  Kaiser  Railroad,  or  to  eliminate  the  rail  haul  element  of  the 
proposed  project  entirely.  However,  such  alternatives  present  other  environmental  problems. 
First,  the  Orocopia  Mountains  represent  relatively  undisturbed  bighorn  sheep  habitat  important 
to  metapopulation  movement  corridors.  Second,  the  I- 1 0 corridor  passes  through  lower  density 
tortoise  habitat;  however,  the  required  distance  of  disturbance  for  a new  rail  spur  would  be 
twice  as  long  as  for  the  existing  rail  line.  And  finally,  eliminating  rail  traffic  entirely  would 
require  the  increase  of  truck  traffic  from  100  trucks  per  day  to  1,000  trucks  per  day.  The 
increased  truck  traffic  would  increase  emissions  of  fine  PM  10,  which  would  be  counter  to 
specific  efforts  within  the  Coachella  Valley  to  reduce  PM  10. 

F.  BLM  Preferred  Alternative 

BLM’s  preferred  alternative  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  project  is  the  proposed  action,  as 
modified  by  the  actions  discussed  in  Section  n.B.  of  this  EIS/EIR.  The  proposed  action  also 
includes  all  mitigation  measures  contained  in  the  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program 
located  in  Section  II.C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 


G.  Summary  of  Impacts  and  Mitigation 

Table  1 summarizes  the  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project  and  alternatives.  Each 
environmental  issue  listed  in  Table  1 is  separated  into  subissues  and  evaluated  by  subissue. 
The  summary  table  describes  potential  impact  resulting  from  the  proposed  project  and 
alternatives,  recommended  mitigation  measures,  and  resulting  level  of  significance  after 
implementation  of  recommended  mitigation  measures. 
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II.  Proposed  Action,  Modifications,  and  Alternatives 


Impacts  occurring  as  a result  of  cumulative  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  Eagle 
Mountain  landfill  operation  depend  on  future  uses  of  the  area,  such  as  the  possible  resumption 
of  mining  activity.  Regionally,  continued  residential  development  in  and  around  Blythe  and 
continued  development  of  utilities  are  anticipated. 

Implementation  of  the  landfill  project  will  contribute  to  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with 
the  degradation  of  air  quality,  desert  tortoise  population  fragmentation,  habitat  loss  for 
Alverson's  foxtail  cactus,  increased  regional  water  consumption,  and  visual  character  of 
adjacent  wilderness  areas.  The  cumulative  impacts  to  air  quality  are  considered  significant 
after  mitigation,  because  the  project  is  located  in  a nonattainment  air  basin.  Also,  the  project’s 
contribution  to  the  cumulative  impact  on  water  consumption  in  the  aquifer  is  considered 
significant  and  not  mitigated. 
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TABLE  1 

Y OF  PROJECT  ALTERNATIVES’  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION 
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Significance  after  Not  significant  Not  significant  Not  significant  Not  significant 

Mitigation 
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Y OF  PROJECT  ALTERNATIVES’  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION 
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for  one  hour  or  more;  use 
diesel  fuel  and  engines 
certified  by  the  California 
Air  Resources  Board;  install 
energy  recovery  or  pollution 
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Significance  after  Impacts  will  not  be  Impacts  will  be  less  than  the  Impacts  will  be  less  than  Continued  significant  impacts 

Mitigation  reduced  below  a level  proposed  project  but  not  proposed  project  but  not  in  South  Coast  Air  Basin  and 

of  significance  reduced  below  a level  of  reduced  below  a level  of  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin 

of  significance  significance 


TABLE  1 

Y OF  PROJECT  ALTERNATIVES’  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION 

(continued) 


u 

13 

'o' 

£ 

o 

Z 


Q 

W 

oo 


o 

c3 

CL 


O 

Z 


33 

53 

.b 

3 

cr 

13 

t-H 

03 

3 

o 

Z 


Q 

w 

oo 

o 

•*— » 
Q 
od 
P, 

s 

o 

Z 


CL 


O 

Z 


o 

3 

CL 


O 

Z 


c/5 

c/5 

13 

o 

o 

< 

•a 

C2 


03 

3 I 

•§  i 

2 1 

c3  33 

p 2 
H 13 
.3  Cl 
on  o 


3 O 

c/5  3 

C/5 


o> 

it 

s 2 

1 

^ 33 

1 a 

& & 


03 

> 

p 

3 

£ 

O 

13 

"3  o 

03  ,3 

CJ  L_, 


13 

o 


3 

60 


CL  £ 55 


c/5 

3 

O 

•-3 

3 

Lh 

03 

§ 

3 

"3 

§ 

J 

■o 

55 

u 

3 

33 

03 

oc 


C/5 

3 

O 

S 

c/5 


33 

03 


3 

O 

•3 


03 

3 

C/5 

o 

CL 

2 

3 CL 

"eo  £ 

3 O 

oo  b 


3 O 

-s  5 

c/5  3 

C/5  £ 


03 

> 

03  - £ 


g .« 

_ o 

1 k 

> T3 

c/5  03 

3 ® 

& s- 
£ 2 
►5  cl 


3 

£ 

a i3 

03  c_> 

^ c 

13  3d 

-3  c 

13  .2? 

Li  C/5 


3 

o 

■3 

o 

< 

33 

13 

c/5 

o 

CL 

o 

£ 


3 

c/5  03 

3 Ja 

O « 
3 “3 
3 60 
b .£ 

3 c/5 

03  c/5 

<_3  O 

3 


O 

03 


13 

•£ 

13 

13 


13 

c/5  £* 

3)  O 

8 O 
2 fe 

13  £ 

w c/5 
3 33 

03  Jl 

s t 

3 j§ 

.s?  * 


b .y  c/s  i3 


O & 

Cl,  ^ 


o =3 

3 V5 


<u 

c/5  .dd 
■“O  c/5 

I 3 

S 3) 

c/5  j| 

19  13 

S3  5 
"8  <a 
£ O 

5 1 

03  CL 

3 o 


33  13 

03  3 

03 

3 13 

■g  a 

l-  e 

03  60 

3=  -S 
■a  <*-i 
3 ° 

l— l 

~ 03 

• ii  i* 

^ a 

£ 3 

8 £ 

CL  O 

£ £ 


£2 

3 

03 

33  S 


3 
93  cd 


L-l 

o 


b 

3 

• 

L- 

c2 

13 

•C3 

3 a 

§ 13 

O 03  . 

CL  3 3 


03 

c3 

2 

c/5 

■c 


o 

d c 

Ul 

J 

-J 

£ 

a 

o 

w 

03  !> 

Li  c/o 

C/5 

03 

b 

X3  13 
a i-1 

§ S3 

c 
• ^ 

C/5 

O 

3 

§ 

CL 

X 

03 

o 

n 

.2  c/5 
b 3 
CL  O 

g 1 

fi 

c^ 

(U 

w 

03 

3 

33 

1 s 
b 33 

S3 

C/5 

13 

3 

C/5 

C/5 


O 

CL 


c/5 

2 

3 

C/0 

cd 

<D 


§ 

60 

•3 


■a 

2 

a 

13 

o 

a 


o 

cd 

Q. 


c/o 

(D 


c/o 

cd 

0) 


§ 

60 

•3 


73 


recovery/utilization  and 
migration  control  system  and 
permanent  subsurface  LFG 
monitoring  wells 
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Mitigation  below  a level  of  significance  proposed  project  but  not  proposed  project  but  not 

reduced  below  a level  of  reduced  below  a level  of 

significance  significance 
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TABLE  1 
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TABLE  1 

SUMMARY  OF  PROJECT  ALTERNATIVES’  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION 

(continued) 
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TABLE  1 

Y OF  PROJECT  ALTERNATIVES’  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION 

(continued) 


C 


o 


CO 

c o 


<D 

O 

o 


< 


% 

Dt 


G 

G 

O 

O 

3 

3 

V 

CJ 

a 

cd 

3 

3 

<U 

0) 

c/5 

CO 

4—* 

(—» 

O 

O 

G 

o- 

Oh 

o 

o 

o 

Uh 

H 

s 

Oh 

Oh 

G 

co 

CO 

OH 

cd 

cd 

• 

03 

4— » 

o 

o 

o 

z 

c/o 

HO 

Q 

s 

C 

OH 


O 

Z 


co 

G 

O 

3 

cd 

V-i 

<u 

Oh 

O 

s 


■s 

u 

3 

3 

<u 


§ 

o 

s 

G 

• 

03 

w 

o 

Z 


s 

o 

s 

G 

©0 


O 

Z 


G 

O 

•3 

O 

< 

3 

a> 

c/5 

O 

& 

£ 


c/5 

c 

<D 

<-H 

Oh 

3 

o 

3 

§ 

3 

co 

C 

3 

<D 

73 

C 

O 

2 

2 

o 

<u 

J5 

3 

.5 

Q. 

<u 

03 

1 

si 

O 

c/5 


Oh 

C/5 


U 

3 

G 

©0 


O 

Z 


OH 

a 

3 

§ 


OB 

G 


03  5 


fc  2 

3 ©B 

V5  a 


^ 4>  h_h 

fe  -S  3 

° ©B 


13 

3 

G 

& 

O 

CLh 


Of)  -= 

C c 

*W 

a xj 

Oh  ^ 

31  <U 

.§  3 


O 

3 

G 

OH 


o 

Z 


C/5 

<o 

3 

co 

CO 


C/5  S 


©4 

.S 

H— * 

3 

aii 


3 

©i 


od 

Oh 


c/5 

<U 

H 

3 

c/5 

cd 

0) 

s 

s 

■3 

©0 

3 


87 


TABLE  1 

SUMMARY  OF  PROJECT  ALTERNATIVES’  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION 

(continued) 
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TABLE  1 

Y OF  PROJECT  ALTERNATIVES’  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION 
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TABLE  I 

SUMMARY  OF  PROJECT  ALTERNATIVES’  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION 
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Significance  after  Not  significant  Not  significant  Not  significant  Not  significant 

Mitigation 
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Significance  after  Not  significant  Not  significant  Not  significant  Not  significant 

Mitigation 
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Y OF  PROJECT  ALTERNATIVES’  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION 
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IE.  Affected  Environment 


III.  Affected  Environment 

A detailed  description  of  the  affected  environment  is  found  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  on  pages 
111-316  and  Appendixes  A through  K (Volumes  I and  II).  Since  the  preparation  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR,  minor  changes  in  the  description  of  the  affected  environment  have  been  incorporated 
in  the  final  EIS/EIR  as  a result  of  new  EPA  regulations  and  responses  to  public  comments. 
These  changes  are  summarized  in  Section  H.B.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  See  Section  V.D.  of  the 
final  EIS/EIR  for  a list  of  locations  where  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  available  for  review. 
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IV.  Environmental  Consequences 

A detailed  analysis  of  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives  is  found  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  on 
pages  317-603  and  Appendixes  A through  K (Volumes  I and  13).  Since  the  preparation  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR,  minor  modifications  have  been  incorporated  in  the  proposed  action  as  a result 
of  new  legislation  and  responses  to  public  comments.  These  changes  are  summarized  in 
Section  n.B.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  In  addition,  updated  analyses  (specifically  for  air  quality) 
have  been  performed  since  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  using  the  most  recent 
information  available.  The  results  of  this  analysis  appears  in  Appendixes  L through  N (Volume 
IE)  of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  See  Section  V.D.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a list  of  locations  where 
the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  available  for  review. 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EIR 


101 


SECTION  V 

CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


V.  Consultation  and  Coordination 


V.  Consultation  and  Coordination 

A.  Scoping 

The  process  used  to  identify  the  scope  and  contents  of  the  draft  EIS/E1R  is  described  in  the 
draft  EIS/EIR. 

B.  Public  Review 

The  state  public  review  period  ended  on  September  7,  1991,  and  the  federal  public  review 
period  ended  on  September  17,  1991.  One  hundred  seventy  separate  letters  were  received. 
Individual  comments  occurring  within  these  letters  amounted  to  approximately  1,800.  The 
subjects  of  the  comments  were  distributed  among  the  15  issues  covered  by  the  EIS/EIR.  A 
majority  of  the  comments  identified  concerns  about  the  project  description,  protection  of  the 
groundwater,  truck  traffic,  air  quality  in  the  Coachella  Valley  and  Joshua  Tree  National 
Monument,  biological  resources  in  the  project  vicinity,  and  the  general  public  health  and  safety 
risks  posed  by  the  proposed  project.  Volume  II  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  contains  the  letters  of 
comment,  and  Volume  I contains  responses  to  the  comments. 

C.  Public  Hearings 

1.  Federal 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  held  two  hearings  for  public  input  to  the  EIS/EIR.  These 
hearings  occurred  prior  to  the  close  of  the  public  response  period  and,  thus,  were  included  in 
the  Responses  to  Comments,  document  numbers  0026  and  0027  of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  They 
were  held  at  the  following  locations: 

Palm  Desert  - August  27,  1991 
Desert  Center  - August  28,  1991 

2.  County 

The  County  of  Riverside  Planning  Commission  conducted  nine  public  hearings  to  gather  public 
input  related  to  the  proposed  project.  The  applicant.  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation,  presented 
relevant  material  in  response  to  both  public  and  Planning  Commission  comments  and  ques- 
tions. These  hearings  were  conducted  in  several  locations  throughout  Riverside  County  on  the 
following  dates: 
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September  18,  1991  (Bermuda  Dunes) 

October  6,  1991  (Desert  Center) 

November  6,  1991  (Riverside) 

November  13,  1991  (Bermuda  Dunes) 

January  22,  1992  (Bermuda  Dunes) 

February  26,  1992  (Bermuda  Dunes) 

May  6,  1992  (Bermuda  Dunes) 

June  10,  1992  (Riverside) 

June  17,  1992  (Bermuda  Dunes) 

The  first  hearing  occurred  prior  to  the  close  of  the  public  comment  period  and,  thus,  is  included 
in  the  Responses  to  Comments  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  (Document  No.  0102).  The  issue  of  most 
concern  to  the  public  and  the  Planning  Commission  was  the  protection  of  groundwater  quality 
in  the  Chuckwalla  Valley.  Measures  to  protect  groundwater  have  been  incorporated  into  the 
project  design,  and  a thorough  regulatory  and  enforcement  program  is  administered  by  the 
California  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board  (SWRCB)  and  its  local  Regional  Water 
Quality  Control  Board  and  by  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  (CIWMB) 
and  the  local  County  Department  of  Health  acting  as  the  LEA  for  the  state.  These  measures 
and  the  existing  enforcement  apparatus  would  avoid  the  potential  for  significant  groundwater 
pollution. 

Another  strongly  voiced  concern  related  to  the  potential  increased  degradation  of  air  quality 
in  the  Coachella  Valley  and  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  Measures  to  reduce  air  quality 
impacts  are  included  in  the  project  design,  and  a rigorous  regulatory  and  enforcement  program 
is  administered  by  the  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District  (SCAQMD),  the  Califor- 
nia Air  Resources  Board  (ARB),  and  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Nevertheless,  the 
increases  in  air  emissions  in  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  (SCAB)  resulting  from  the  long-distance 
transport  of  solid  waste  and  the  incremental  increase  of  emissions  in  the  Southeast  Desert  Air 
Basin  cannot  be  entirely  avoided  and  remain  significant. 

Other  issues  such  as  traffic,  noise,  and  biological  impacts  associated  with  the  transportation  of 
solid  waste  were  raised.  These  issues  were  found  to  be  either  not  significant  or  mitigated  below 
a level  of  significance.  The  issue  of  the  acceptability  of  transporting  solid  waste  from  outside 
the  county  of  Riverside  for  disposal  inside  the  county  is  a policy  question  which  must  be  decided 
by  County  officials. 

D.  List  of  Agencies,  Organizations,  and  Persons  to 
Whom  Copies  of  the  Final  EIS/EIR  Are  Sent 

State  public  review  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  was  initiated  on  July  9, 1 99 1 , by  the  filing  of  the  Notice 
of  Completion  by  the  County  of  Riverside  with  the  State  Office  of  Planning  and  Research,  as 
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required  by  CEQA.  Federal  public  review  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  was  initiated  on  July  19, 1991, 
by  the  publication  of  the  Notice  of  Availability  in  the  Federal  Register  by  the  BLM.  The  state 
public  review  period  ended  on  September  7,  1991,  and  the  federal  public  review  period  ended 
on  September  17,  1991. 

Ten  copies  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  were  mailed  to  the  Office  of  Planning  and  Research  (OPR)  for 
distribution  to  state  agencies.  Twenty-two  copies  were  also  sent  to  various  federal  agencies. 
Copies  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  were  placed  in  the  following  libraries: 

BLM  Library 
SC-324  A,  Building  50 
Denver  Federal  Center 
Denver,  CO  80225 

Desert  Hot  Springs  Branch  Library 

11691  West  Drive 

Desert  Hot  Springs,  CA  92240 

California  State  Library 
Governmental  Publications 
Sacramento,  CA  94237 

Indio  Branch  Library 
200  Civic  Center  Hall 
Indio,  CA  92201 

Coachella  Branch  Library 
1538  Seventh  Street 
Coachella,  CA  92236 

Lake  Tamarisk  Branch  Library 
43880  Lake  Tamarisk  Drive 
Desert  Center,  CA  92239 

Los  Angeles  Public  Library 
Dept,  of  Science,  Tech.,  and  Patents 
630  West  Fifth  Street 
Los  Angeles,  C A 9007 1 

San  Bernardino  County  Library 
Joshua  Tree  Branch 
6465  Park  Boulevard 
Joshua  Tree,  CA  92252 

Palm  Desert  Branch  Library 

45480  Portola 

Palm  Desert,  CA  92260 

San  Bernardino  County  Library 
Yucca  Valley  Branch 
57098  Twentynine  Palms  Highway 
Yucca  Valley,  CA  92284 

Palm  Springs  Library  Center 
300  South  Sunrise  Way 
Palm  Springs,  CA  92262 

San  Bernardino  Public  Library 
Feldheym  Central  Library 
555  West  Sixth  Street 
San  Bernardino,  CA  92410 

Palo  Verde  Valley  District  Library 
125  West  Chanslor  Way 
Blythe,  CA  92225 

U.C.  Riverside  Library 
Government  Publications 
201  East  La  Habra  Boulevard 
La  Habra,  CA  90631-0337 
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Riverside  County/City  Public  Library 
Central  Library 
Government  Publications 
3581  Seventh  Street 
Riverside,  CA  92501 


and  are  available  for  inspection  at  the  following  offices: 


County  of  Riverside  Planning  Dept. 
4080  Lemon  Avenue,  9th  Floor 
Riverside,  CA  92501 


County  of  Riverside  Planning  Dept. 
79733  Country  Club  Drive,  Suite  E 
Bermuda  Dunes,  CA  92201 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
California  Desert  District 
6221  Box  Springs  Road 
Riverside,  CA  92507 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
California  State  Office 
Federal  Office  Building 
2800  Cottage  Way,  Room  E-2841 
Sacramento,  CA  95825 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  Resource  Area 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

North  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 


In  addition,  copies  were  mailed  to  other  agencies,  local  governments,  and  interested  groups 
and  individuals. 


E.  Section  7 Consultation 

Consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  required  by  Section  7 of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act,  because  the  proposed  land  exchange  and  resumption  of  intensive  use  of  railroad 
operation  could  affect  populations  of  the  federally  endangered  desert  pupfish  and  the  federally 
threatened  desert  tortoise.  The  Biological  Assessment  was  transmitted  to  the  USFWS  on 
April  21, 1992.  The  biological  opinion  rendered  by  the  USFWS  may  result  in  the  incorporation 
of  additional  terms  and  conditions  to  protect  the  threatened  and  endangered  species.  The  final 
results  of  the  consultation  will  be  included  in  the  BLM  Record  of  Decision. 


106 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EIR 


SECTION  VI 


SUMMARY  OF  MAJOR  CONCERNS  AND  ISSUES 


SECTION  VI 


VI.  Summary  of  Major  Concerns  and  Issues 


VI.  Summary  of  Major  Concerns  and 
Issues 

A.  Protection  of  Groundwater 

Of  most  concern  to  both  the  general  public  and  many  agencies  prior  to,  during,  and  after 
publication  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  protection  of  the  groundwater  under  and  adjacent  to  the 
proposed  landfill.  The  draft  EIS/EIR,  two  engineering  studies,  and  an  independent  review  of 
the  project  by  the  County  of  Riverside  Waste  Management  Department’s  consultant  concurred 
that  the  greatest  potential  for  groundwater  contamination  from  this  project  is  not  from  the 
release  of  free  leachate,  but  from  the  migration  of  landfill  gas  (LFG).  Additionally,  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  passed  new  regulations  in  October  1991  (subtitle  D) 
requiring  composite  liners  for  all  landfills. 

Consequently,  as  discussed  in  Section  II.B.l  of  the  final  EIS/EIR,  a composite  liner  will  be 
installed  over  the  entire  area  underlying  refuse,  not  just  some  portions  as  discussed  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  This  liner  system  will  include  a HDPE  liner,  also  referred  to  as  a flexible  membrane 
liner,  placed  on  top  of  a layer  of  low-permeability  soil.  This  composite  liner  system  placed 
under  and  around  the  refuse  and  working  in  conjunction  with  a series  of  additional  measures: 
(1)  leachate  and  gas  minimization;  (2)  leachate  and  gas  containment;  and  (3)  leachate  and  gas 
collection  and  removal  will  meet  all  the  requirements  of  the  new  subtitle  D to  protect  the  area’s 
groundwater  resources.  These  mitigation  measures  coupled  with  design  features  of  the  project 
lower  the  potential  adverse  impacts  to  below  a level  of  significance. 

B.  Air  Quality 

Another  important  concern  of  the  public  and  agencies  is  the  fact  that  the  proposed  action’s  air 
pollution  emissions,  even  after  mitigation,  would  still  exceed  thresholds  used  in  the  EIS/EIR 
to  determine  the  significance  of  impacts.  Nevertheless,  the  proposed  action  will  not  violate 
any  state  or  federal  air  quality  standards.  Using  a year’s  worth  of  meteorological  monitoring 
data  collected  on-site,  several  of  the  specific  conclusions  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  have  been 
changed  from  “significant”  to  “not  significant.”  The  results  of  the  revised  modeling  show  that 
project  impacts  (including  those  at  the  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument)  will  not  exceed  federal 
Class  I or  II  increments;  the  project  will  not  result  in  an  unacceptable  health  risk;  and  the  project 
will  not  impair  visibility.  And,  finally,  Attachment  1 1 of  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR 
documents  that  the  EPA  considers  the  project  a “minor”  source  of  emissions  and  not  subject 
to  federal  EPA’s  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  (PSD)  regulations.  The  project  is 
subject  to  the  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District’s  regulation. 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EIR 


107 


VI.  Summary  of  Major  Concerns  and  Issues 


The  project  includes  mitigation  measures  consistent  with  the  best  available  control  technology 
(BACT)  and  includes  operational  measures  for  landfill  equipment  with  combustion  engines; 
electrification  of  landfill  equipment  where  available;  control  of  fugitive  dust  by  paving,  use  of 
dust  suppressants,  and  suspension  of  operations  in  high  winds;  maintenance  and  operating 
strictures  for  truck  and  locomotive  engines;  shutdown,  maintenance,  operating,  and  emission 
control  procedures  for  heavy  waste-handling  equipment;  and  installation  of  a landfill  gas 
recovery  system  with  regulated  flare  or  energy-recovery  disposal  of  collected  gases.  The 
project  also  includes  a feasibility  study  for  electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  railroad  and 
two  feasibility  studies  to  evaluate  the  potential  for  use  of  selective  catalytic  reduction  (SCR) 
or  natural  gas  fuels  to  reduce  locomotive  NOx  emissions. 

C.  Truck  Traffic 

In  response  to  the  citizens’  of  Coachella  Valley  concerns  about  the  truck  transportation  of  refuse 
from  west  of  the  valley  on  I- 10  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill,  the  truck  portion  of  the  project 
has  been  reduced  by  one-half.  As  now  proposed,  the  project  would  set  a limit  of  100  truck 
round  trips  per  day  from  all  sources.  After  three  years  of  operation,  there  would  be  no  more 
truck-hauling  of  waste  from  outside  the  desert  communities  (west  of  the  Coachella  Valley), 
and  the  limit  of  100  truck  round  trips  per  day  would  apply  throughout  the  life  of  project,  except 
for  emergency  interruptions  of  railroad  operations. 

The  analysis  in  Attachment  10  of  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR  discusses  in  detail  that, 
with  mitigation,  the  total  NOx  and  CO  emissions  for  the  reduced  truck  modification  are 
approximately  three  percent  higher  than  for  the  proposed  project  as  discussed  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  In  contrast,  total  VOC,  SO2,  and  PM  10  emissions  for  the  reduced  truck  modification 
are  lower  than  for  the  proposed  project  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  would,  therefore,  result  in 
fewer  air  quality  impacts.  As  to  the  increases  in  NOx  and  CO  emissions,  the  magnitude  of 
those  additional  impacts  is  not  substantial  nor  significant  given  the  small  percentage  (that  is, 
three  percent)  of  those  increases.  The  NOx  and  CO  emissions,  therefore,  do  not  require  a 
change  in  the  mitigation  measures  recommended  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  draft  EIS/EIR’ s 
conclusion  that  air  quality  impacts  would  be  significant,  even  with  mitigation,  would  remain 
valid. 

D.  Desert  Tortoise 

Construction  and  operation  of  the  landfill,  access  roads,  and  railroad  could  adversely  affect  the 
federally  threatened  desert  tortoise.  The  EIS/EIR  requires  the  landfill  operator  to  retain  a 
qualified  biologist  to  supervise  all  biological  mitigation  and  report  to  trustee  or  resource 
agencies.  Mitigation  for  the  potential  loss  of  tortoises  due  to  road  and  railroad  traffic  includes 
monitoring  tortoises  near  the  road  and  railroad,  relocating  tortoises  out  of  harm’s  way,  and 
constructing  barriers  and  culverts  to  keep  tortoises  off  the  traveled  ways.  An  extensive  control 
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program  for  ravens,  coyotes,  kit  foxes,  and  other  potential  tortoise  predators  will  be  developed 
and  activated  for  the  life  of  the  project.  Also,  a mandatory  local  worker  and  truck  driver 
education  program  will  be  implemented  with  voluntary  participation  by  local  townsite  -resi- 
dents. 

Potential  impacts  to  the  desert  tortoise  could  result  from  reactivation  of  the  Eagle  Mountain 
rail  line  through  the  BLM’ s Chuckwalla  Bench  ACEC  due  to  the  possible  habitat  fragmentation 
and  the  direct  impact  on  individual  species.  This  area  has  been  identified  in  the  USFWS’s 
desert  tortoise  recovery  plan  as  a critical  habitat.  BLM’s  Endangered  Species  Act  consultation 
with  the  USFWS  will  guarantee  mitigation  (discussed  above)  which  will  prevent  the  project 
from  jeopardizing  the  desert  tortoise  species.  The  biological  assessment  and  recommended 
mitigations  for  the  tortoise  and  other  endangered  or  candidate  species  is  included  in  Appendix 
N of  this  EIS/EIR. 

E.  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument 

Of  great  concern  to  the  National  Park  Service  and  to  several  individual  commentors  are  the 
proposed  action’s  potential  impacts  to  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  (JTNM).  Of  most 
concern  is  the  proximity  of  the  project  to  the  Monument,  a Class  I air  quality  unit  and  World 
Biosphere  Reserve,  as  well  as  a designated  wilderness  area.  Several  areas  of  concern  include: 

1.  Air  Quality 

The  draft  EIS/EIR  used  a screening  analysis  to  conservatively  identify  potential  impacts  to  the 
Monument  that  could  cause  Class  I increment  exceedances.  Since  the  release  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR,  a year’s  worth  of  meteorological  monitoring  data  has  been  collected  on-site.  The 
results  of  the  revised  modeling  show  that  project  impacts  (including  those  at  the  Joshua  Tree 
National  Monument)  will  not  exceed  federal  Class  I or  II  increments;  the  project  will  not  result 
in  an  unacceptable  health  risk;  and  the  project  will  not  impair  visibility.  Also,  two  permanent 
PM  10  monitoring  stations  will  be  installed  either  pursuant  to  provisions  in  SCAQMD  Rule 
403  or  at  locations  chosen  in  consultation  with  NPS. 

2.  Biology 

Specific  concerns  expressed  by  the  NPS  relative  to  biology  are  the  possible  predation  by  ravens, 
coyotes,  and  kit  foxes  attracted  to  the  landfill  on  the  tortoise  population  in  the  Pinto  Basin,  and 
the  potential  cumulative  effects  from  the  project  on  the  natural  community  structure  and 
residence  of  the  nearby  desert  ecosystem.  Because  of  the  distance  and  topographic  barrier 
between  the  project  site  and  JTNM,  it  is  not  possible  at  this  time  to  determine  what  these  effects 
may  be.  The  duration  of  the  project  (more  than  100  years),  however,  demands  regular 
evaluation  to  determine  if  adverse  impacts  materialize.  Mitigation  for  the  desert  tortoise  is 
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discussed  above  and  is  governed  by  the  Section  7 consultation.  As  a condition  of  approval  of 
the  County  of  Riverside  and  BLM,  a long-term  monitoring  team  and  a Monitoring  and  Research 
Methodology  Oversight  Committee  will  be  created  to  review  all  biological  species  and  to  work 
with  the  Citizen’s  Oversight  Committee  (see  Section  HC.  of  this  EIS/EIR). 

The  long-term  monitoring  team  would  implement  monitoring  and  complete  inventories  of 
animals  and  vegetation  on  the  BLM  and  Monument  lands  adjacent  to  the  proposed  landfill. 
All  components  of  natural  systems  would  be  considered  including  species  not  already  protected 
by  listed  status.  The  team  would  look  at  biodiversity,  present  distributions  of  organisms  and 
use  GIS,  satellite  imagery,  or  other  remote  sensing  tools  for  mapping.  Monitoring  protocols 
and  guidelines  would  be  developed  by  the  technical  advisory  committee  in  cooperation  with 
university  experts  such  as  those  already  included  in  the  NPS’s  Cooperative  Park  Studies  Units. 
These  professional  contacts  would  assure  accessible  advice,  detailed  peer  review,  and  objective 
implementation  of  experimental  designs.  The  funding  and  assignment  of  specific  monitoring 
responsibilities  among  MRC,  NPS,  BLM,  and  USFWS  staff  will  be  determined  and  set  forth 
in  a Memorandum  of  Understanding  among  these  parties. 

3.  Windblown  Litter  and  Dust 

A concern  has  been  expressed  by  the  NPS  that  windblown  debris  and  dust  not  intrude  into  the 
Monument’s  boundaries  or  degrade  the  wilderness  experience.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  acknowl- 
edges that  “.  . . summer  rainstorms ...  in  July  and  August ...  are  intense  and  the  prevailing 
directional  winds  from  the  south  and  southeast  could  scatter  litter  well  into  the  Eagle  Moun- 
tains, the  Pinto  Basin  area,  and  beyond”  (page  515).  Also,  Appendix  M,  Attachment  7 of  this 
EIS/EIR  contains  atmospheric  data  collected  on-site  that  accurately  portrays  weather  patterns 
of  the  area. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  project’s  operation  is  quite  different  from  conventional  landfills. 
All  waste  entering  the  landfill  must  be  processed  for  materials  recovery  and  recycling  away 
from  the  landfill  and  compacted  into  closed  containers  which  must  remain  closed  until  the 
containers  are  opened  near  the  face  of  the  landfill.  The  waste  will  come  out  of  the  containers 
in  large  clumps  or  plugs  and  be  spread  by  a compactor  tractor.  This  refuse  will  be  pushed  to 
the  face  of  the  landfill  where  it  will  be  compacted  and  covered  with  at  least  six  inches  of  soil. 
This  process  will  minimize  the  opportunity  for  the  wind  to  pick  up  Utter.  Additionally,  portable 
litter  fencing  at  each  cell  will  catch  windblown  litter. 

Next,  full-time  personnel  will  be  assigned  to  litter  control.  Because  the  landfill  site  is  quite 
large,  the  operator  will  be  able  to  contain  windblown  Utter  within  the  site  boundaries  by 
intensifying  the  labor  effort  when  necessary.  The  operator  is  committed  to  preventing  any  Utter 
from  leaving  the  landfill’s  boundaries.  Moreover,  there  is  a large  area  within  the  Eagle 
Mountains  which  can  be  patrolled  for  Utter  prior  to  Utter  entering  the  monument.  Finally,  as 
a last  resort,  if  Monument  personnel  determine  that  a problem  from  windblown  Utter  is 
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developing,  they  will  call  the  landfill  operator  for  timely  removal  of  any  litter  which  has  entered 
the  monument.  This  procedure  was  requested  by  park  personnel  during  meetings  held  at  the 
park  in  1990.  All  costs  will  be  assumed  by  the  landfill  operator. 

Finally,  as  pointed  out  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (p.  270),  the  project  area  is  separated  from  the 
Monument  by  a major  ridgeline  (elevation  2,000  feet  to  3,500  feet)  which  blocks  views  from 
the  Monument  into  the  project  area.  This  ridgeline  can  also  pose  as  a natural  barrier  to 
windblown  debris,  allowing  for  litter  control  before  litter  reaches  the  Monument  boundaries. 
Also,  implementation  of  a storm  warning  system  would  allow  for  the  closing  of  landfill 
operations  and  the  cover  of  litter  prior  to  the  arrival  of  a potentially  windy  storm. 

Implementation  of  the  design  features  listed  on  pages  515  and  516  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  would 
ensure  that  impacts  due  to  windblown  debris  and  dust  would  be  below  a level  of  significance. 

F.  Hazardous  Waste 

An  important  concern  expressed  by  the  public  is  that  the  proposed  landfill  not  accept  hazardous 
waste.  With  regard  to  this  point,  all  waste  entering  the  landfill  will  be  required  to  be  processed 
for  materials  recovery  and  recycling  away  from  the  landfill  and  compacted  into  closed 
containers  which  must  remain  closed  until  the  containers  are  opened  near  the  face  of  the  landfill. 
The  Class  III  nonhazardous  sanitary  landfill  will  not  accept  the  following  substances:  liquid 
wastes,  hazardous  wastes,  sewage  sludge,  incineration  ash,  radioactive  wastes,  biological 
wastes,  infectious  wastes,  and  other  special  solid  wastes  such  as  whole  car  bodies. 

Load-checking  of  incoming  refuse  would  occur  at  a MRF  to  remove  hazardous  materials. 
However,  as  part  of  the  proposed  project,  MRC  would  institute  a periodic  inspection  program 
at  the  landfill  to  monitor  the  continued  compliance  and  effectiveness  of  the  load-checking 
programs.  Compliance  with  the  standards  of  removal  will  be  enforced  by  on-site  inspectors 
directed  by  and  with  the  authority  of  the  LEA  (County  of  Riverside  Department  of  Health). 

As  part  of  the  random  inspection  process  at  the  landfill,  the  LEA  will  designate  specific 
containers  as  loads  for  inspection.  These  will  be  diverted  to  the  on-site  waste  inspection  facility 
for  thorough  inspection.  The  origin  of  loads  found  not  to  be  in  compliance  will  be  noted  and 
appropriate  action  taken.  In  the  event  that  hazardous  or  other  unacceptable  materials  are 
identified  during  the  random  inspection  at  the  landfill,  they  will  be  removed  from  the  site  by 
properly  licensed  personnel.  The  responsible  party  will  be  notified  that  the  wastes  were 
illegally  deposited  at  the  site  and  will  be  charged  for  the  disposal  costs  incurred.  All  incidents 
will  be  reported  to  the  Colorado  River  Basin  RWQCB  at  Palm  Desert  and  the  Riverside  County 
Department  of  Health. 
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G.  Errata 

The  following  section  contains  minor  corrections  and  modifications  to  the  text  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  based  on  comments  received  during  the  public  review  period.  The  comments  which 
raised  these  corrections  are  listed  at  the  conclusion  of  the  reference. 

Table  50  (page  573).  The  table  has  been  revised  to  show  the  correct  amount  of  fuel  consumed 
by  the  packer  trucks  and  transfer/trailer  rigs.  The  revised  table  follows  this  page.  See  Comment 
0164-26. 

Page  574.  The  daily  fuel  consumption  data  summarized  at  the  top  of  the  page  should  read 
“refuse  transportation  = 4,000  gallons;  total  = 17,800  gallons;  this  total  corresponds  to  0.89 
gallon  of  fuel  consumed  per  ton  of  refuse  disposed.”  See  Comments  0087-4,  0099-13,  and 
0164-26. 

Table  51  (page  575).  The  data  on  diesel  fuel  use  associated  with  rail  haul  of  20,000  tons  per 
day  of  refuse  should  read  “21,404  gallons  per  day”  instead  of  “10,425  gallons  per  day.”  Also, 
a footnote  has  been  added  to  clarify  that  each  truck  will  make  two  round  trips  per  day.  See 
Comments  0083-2b,  0090- 1 a,  0099- 1 3,  0 1 1 1 - 1 , 0 1 1 1 -48,  and  0 1 64-8. 

Page  579.  The  daily  fuel  consumption  data  summarized  at  the  top  of  the  page  should  read 
“refuse  transportation  = 2,000  gallons;  total  = 13,850  gallons;  this  total  corresponds  to  0.87 
gallon  of  fuel  consumed  per  ton  of  refuse  disposed.”  See  Comments  0099-13  and  0164-26. 

Table  53  (page  580).  The  data  on  diesel  fuel  use  associated  with  rail  haul  under  the  Reduced 
Operations  alternative  (16,000  tpd)  should  read  “18,672  gallons  per  day”  instead  of  “6,950 
gallons  per  day.”  See  Comments  0090- la. 

In  addition  to  the  corrections  and  modifications  provided  above  in  response  to  public  com- 
ments, additional  revisions  were  made  to  the  text  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  based  on  internal  review 
by  the  County  of  Riverside  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  These  revisions  are  presented 
below. 

Page  304,  paragraph  3,  sentence  2.  The  reference  to  the  “lower  California  desert”  should  be 
replaced  with  the  “Colorado  Desert.” 

Page  305,  paragraph  2,  sentence  2.  The  reference  to  “valleys  surrounding  the  California  desert” 
should  read  “valley  floor  surrounding  the  Salton  Sea.” 

Page  585,  Cumulative  Projects,  Eagle  Mountain  and  Vicinity.  CEQA  does  not  require  that 
agencies  discuss  the  cumulative  impacts  of  other  projects,  if  those  projects  were  applied  for 
after  the  time  the  draft  EIS/EIR  for  the  subject  project  was  released  to  the  public.  However, 
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TABLE  50 

COMPARISON  OF  VEHICLES  AND  EQUIPMENT 
REQUIRED  FOR  TRANSPORT  AND  DISPOSAL 
FOR  PROPOSED  PROJECT  AND  REDUCED  OPERATIONS  ALTERNATIVE 


Vehicles 

20,000  TPD 

16,000  TPD 

Transportation 

8-ton  capacity  packer  trucks 

500  gal 

250  gal 

25-ton  capacity  transfer/trailer  rigs 

160  gal 

80  gal 

22-ton  capacity  transfer/trailer  rigs 

182  gal 

61  gal 

Transfer  Operations  (Each  Station) 

5 Stations 

4 Stations 

200-hp  rubber  tired  loaders 

3 Stations 

3 Stations 

225-hp  container  handlers 

2 Stations 

2 Stations 

225-hp  train  car  spotter 

1 Station 

1 Station 

Container  Handling 

225-hp  container  handlers 

2 @ ea.  rail  spur 

2 @ ea.  rail  spur 

300-hp  container  handlers 

32 

26 

300-hp  overhead  cranes 

4 

3 

225-hp  container  handlers 

2 

2 

Landfill  Disposal 

310-hp  refuse  compactors 

12 

10 

335-hp  crawler  tractors 

10 

8 

650-hp  off-highway  trucks 

5 

4 

375-hp  rubber  tired  loaders 

2 

2 

335-hp  crawler  tractors 

3 

2 

700-hp  water  trucks  (12,000  gal.) 

2 

2 

275-hp  motor  graders 

2 

2 

400-hp  pugmill 

1 

1 

250-hp  clump  truck 

1 

1 

140-hp  crawler  tractor 

1 

1 

140-hp  compactor 

1 

1 

105-hp  crawler  tractor 

1 

1 

90-hp  backhoe 

1 

1 

200-hp  utility  truck 

1 

1 

222-hp  grader 

1 

1 
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in  the  lead  agencies  continuing  efforts  to  fully  disclose  the  potential  cumulative  impacts  of  the 
Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  project,  the  application  by  Management  & Training  Corporation 
(MTC)  for  a Public  Use  Permit  to  operate,  under  contract  with  the  California  Department  of 
Corrections  (CDC),  a 200-bed  correctional  facility  to  be  known  as  the  Joshua  Tree  Community 
Correctional  Facility. 

The  proposed  institution  will  be  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  community, 
northwest  of  Desert  Center,  and  be  situated  on  approximately  seven  acres  of  land,  located 
approximately  one-quarter  mile  east  of  the  existing  MTC  operated,  400-bed  Eagle  Mountain 
Community  Correctional  Facility.  MTC  intends  to  renovate  the  existing  elementary  school 
facilities  and  construct  approximately  11,860  square  feet  of  new  buildings  and  a parking  lot. 
Additionally,  twenty  abandoned  houses  within  the  Eagle  Mountain  community  will  be  reno- 
vated to  accommodate  the  additional  MTC  and  CDC  employees  who  will  be  assigned  to  the 
new  institution. 

The  existing  water,  sewer,  electrical,  and  natural  gas  utilities  will  be  upgraded  to  meet  current 
County  standards.  Kaiser  Corporation  will  provide  water  to  the  site  which  is  treated  to  meet 
California  state  water  quality  standards.  The  existing,  Kaiser-owned  and  operated,  sewer 
system  which  serves  the  Eagle  Mountain  community  will  also  serve  the  new  facility.  The 
existing  Kaiser  Road  will  serve  the  traffic  generated  by  the  proposed  facility.  Even  though 
this  proposed  action  is  not  authorized  or  permitted  by  the  discretionary  actions  addressed  in 
the  EIS/EIR  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill,  the  action  would  contribute  to  certain  cumulative 
effects  within  the  general  project  area  (e.g.,  water  use  and  consumption,  traffic,  growth,  and 
services). 

Page  587,  Cumulative  Projects,  Regional  Area.  Another  project  which  has  been  applied  for 
after  the  draft  EIS/EIR  for  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  was  released  to  the  public  is  the  Mesquite 
rail  haul  landfill  project  located  in  Imperial  County.  The  application  for  this  project  was 
submitted  on  March  10,  1992,  and  completed  on  April  13,  1992, 

As  with  the  Eagle  Mountain  project,  the  Mesquite  project  is  a Class  III  landfill  involving  the 
transport  of  up  to  20,000  tons  per  day  of  nonhazardous  municipal  solid  waste.  The  waste  would 
originate  from  the  metropolitan  area  of  southern  California  including  the  counties  of  Los 
Angeles,  Orange,  Riverside,  and  San  Bernardino.  A maximum  of  five  round-trip  trains  per 
day  is  proposed.  The  primary  cumulative  impact  of  the  Mesquite  project  would  be  rail  traffic 
because  the  project  would  use  predominantly  the  same  segment  of  the  Southern  Pacific  rail 
line  from  the  Los  Angeles  basin  to  the  project  site,  a distance  of  approximately  220  miles. 

The  existing  Southern  Pacific  rail  line  that  is  proposed  for  use  by  both  projects  has  experienced 
traffic  densities  between  30  and  50  trains  per  day  over  the  past  10  years.  Traffic  densities  are 
now  about  30-35  trains  per  day.  The  addition  of  an  average  of  10  trains  per  day  (five  round 
trips)  for  the  Mesquite  project  is  within  the  historic  train  traffic  densities  experienced  in  recent 
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years.  Furthermore,  scheduling  coordination  between  ongoing  rail  operations  and  any  future 
projects  which  utilize  the  rail  lines  would  be  required  to  prevent  conflicts  in  operation. 

Because  conflicts  between  ongoing  regional  rail  operations  and  future  operations  utilizing  the 
railways  are  not  anticipated,  no  significant  impact  to  rail  operations  is  expected. 
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VII.  Responses  to  Public  Comments 

During  the  public  review  period  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  project,  170  separate  letters 
of  comment  on  the  draft  EIS/EIR  were  received.  Volume  II  of  this  final  EIS/EIR  contains  all 
of  these  letters  reproduced  in  full  with  a document  identification  number  in  the  upper  right-hand 
corner  of  each  page  of  the  letter.  Individual  comments  within  each  letter  are  identified  by 
marginal  numbers  indicating  the  beginning  of  the  specific  comment. 

This  volume  (I)  contains  the  responses  to  the  comment  letters.  The  responses  are  preceded  by 
an  index,  which  includes  the  document  number,  the  person  or  agency  who  authored  the 
comment  letter,  and  the  corresponding  page  number.  Volume  II  also  includes  an  index  of  the 
identification  number  for  each  letter  and  the  name  of  the  individual  or  agency  who  produced 
the  letter  of  comment. 
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Index  of  Responses  to  Public  Comment  Letters 

Document 

Number 

Agency/Organization/Individual 

Page 

0001 

Converse  Environmental  West 

125 

0002 

California  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (Region  7) 

159 

0003 

South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District 

168 

0004 

City  of  Banning 

183 

0005 

City  of  Banning 

184 

0006 

Dorothy  Harte 

184 

0007 

Hon.  Steve  Clute  (Assemblyman  D-68,  Riverside  County) 

185 

0008 

Clifford  D.  Threm 

186 

0009 

City  of  El  Segundo 

187 

0010 

Rolfe  E.  Tandberg 

187 

0011 

Edith  Christopher 

187 

0012 

Lilly  and  Manuel  Romero 

187 

0013 

Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Evaluation  Committee 

188 

0014 

The  Press  Enterprise  (editorial) 

188 

0015 

California  State  Lands  Commission 

188 

0016 

City  of  San  Bernardino 

139 

0017 

Carol  and  Duane  Johnson 

190 

0018 

City  of  Fontana 

195 

0019 

Anonymous  flyer 

195 

0020 

Christine  and  Vince  Samons,  Vicky  and  David  DaVall, 
Irene  and  Arthur  DaVall 

195 

0021 

Sierra  Club  - Angeles  Chapter 

196 

0022 

City  of  Brea 

202 

0023 

W.H.  Rawlings,  Inc. 

202 

0024 

City  of  Rancho  Mirage 

203 

0025 

City  of  Rancho  Mirage 

203 

0026 
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DOCUMENT  0001  Report  from  Converse  Environmental  West,  September  1991 

1.  For  information  purposes,  the  following  discussion  summarizes  and  illustrates  the 
regulatory  framework  which  applies  to  groundwater  issues  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  EIS/EIR  identifies  potential  impacts  and  appropriate  mitigation  programs  related  to 
groundwater  protection.  As  part  of  the  preparation  of  detailed  plans  for  the  project, 
further  additional  work  will  be  performed  in  order  to  select  specific  engineering  designs 
for  the  project,  implementing  the  mitigation  programs  identified  in  the  ESS/EIR.  The 
completion  of  this  work  is  required  as  part  of  the  existing  regulatory  framework  for  the 
application  and  approval  of  the  operating  permits  for  the  project. 

The  state  regulations  for  the  siting,  design,  and  operations  for  the  disposal  of  Class  III 
solid  waste  to  land  are  contained  in  Section  2533,  Title  23,  Chapter  15,  of  the  California 
Code  of  Regulations.  These  regulations  establish  minimum  criteria  for  the  location  and 
design  of  landfill  disposal  sites  based  upon  the  site  characteristics  and  the  type  of  waste 
that  will  be  disposed  of  in  the  landfill.  Factors  that  are  considered  by  the  RWQCB  in 
their  implementation  of  Chapter  15  include  the  depth  to  groundwater,  the  type  and 
permeability  of  the  material  between  the  waste  and  groundwater,  and  the  beneficial  uses 
of  ground  and  surface  water  that  may  be  impacted  by  the  waste  disposal  operation.  The 
containment  required  by  Chapter  1 5 is  determined  by  geology,  hydrogeology , hydrology, 
climatology,  topography,  type  of  waste,  and  other  factors  relating  to  the  ability  of  the 
land  disposal  site  to  protect  water  quality.  The  federal  regulations  which  establish 
minimum  containment  requirements  for  all  municipal  solid  waste  landfills  and  siting 
requirements  regarding  wetlands,  airports,  seismicity,  unstable  areas,  and  floodplains  are 
located  in  40  CFR  258. 

As  an  example  of  work  required  to  secure  all  necessary  permits  under  existing  regula- 
tions, bedrock  stability  will  be  analyzed  using  rock  mechanics  analysis  which  will  take 
into  consideration  bedrock  faults,  joints,  and  fracture  patterns.  For  soil  stability  under 
static  conditions,  the  Spencer’s  method  will  be  combined  with  the  computer  program 
TSLOPE.  For  the  dynamic  condition,  the  equivalent  acceleration  method  and  the  yield 
acceleration  method  will  be  used.  Results  from  these  studies  will  be  used  to  define  the 
precise  construction  techniques  to  establish  stable  foundations  and  structural  fills,  and  to 
insure  the  stability  of  all  landfill  components  and  improvements. 

Tests  of  liner  performance,  accomplished  through  test  pads  at  the  site  or  in  similar 
installations  and  in  bench  tests  of  the  HDPE  liner  material,  will  be  performed  as  part  of 
the  development  of  final  construction  plans  and  specifications.  This  work,  and  the 
resulting  plans,  will  be  components  of  the  Report  of  Waste  Discharge,  Report  of  Disposal 
Site  Information,  and  application  for  Authority  to  Construct.  The  designs  and  specifica- 
tions generated  through  this  work  must  be  completed  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Regional 
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Water  Quality  Control  Board,  County  of  Riverside  Environmental  Health  Department, 
and  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District,  respectively,  and  comply  with  the 
Riverside  County  conditions  of  approval  resulting  from  the  EIS/EIR  and  Specific  Plan 
process. 

Construction,  as  well  as  operation  of  the  project,  will  be  a periodic  activity  throughout 
the  life  of  the  project.  Thus,  monitoring,  testing,  and  design  activities  will  occur  on  a 
regular  basis.  At  each  point  as  a subsequent  phase  of  the  landfill  improvements  is 
planned,  the  development  plan  review  process  at  the  County  of  Riverside  and  the  review 
authorities  cited  above  for  other  permitting  agencies  will  insure  conformance  between 
the  project  and  the  applicable  regulations. 

2.  This  comment  identifies  no  specific  deficiencies  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

3.  This  comment  recognizes  that  the  undisturbed  bedrock  can  support  the  weight  of  the 
landfill  without  adverse  effect  to  the  liner  system  and  hence  requires  no  further  response. 

4.  The  potential  impacts  represented  by  unstable  cut  slopes  in  the  existing  benches  and  other 
areas  are  described  in  the  draft  EIS/EER  (pages  480-481),  as  is  the  need  to  provide 
appropriate  grading  measures  to  ensure  stability  prior  to  constructing  the  landfill. 
Mitigation  measures  recommended  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  481,  484)  include  the 
removal  of  unstable  material  as  part  of  the  preparation  of  the  subgrade  prior  to  construc- 
tion and  the  placement  of  engineered  fill  as  part  of  the  foundation  and  monitoring  layer 
under  the  landfill. 

Previous  stability  reports  (Dubois  and  Brummett  1958)  prepared  for  the  prior  mining 
operation  have  been  reviewed,  and  based  on  this  data,  the  slopes  of  the  site  are  considered 
stable.  To  comply  with  the  Chapter  15  regulations,  noted  above  in  Response  0001-1,  the 
final  design  of  the  landfill  will  include  an  evaluation  of  stability  under  static  and  dynamic 
conditions. 

Some  of  the  existing  walls  of  the  East  Pit  consist  of  horizontal  benches  typically  40  feet 
wide  and  near-vertical  faces  typically  40  feet  high.  Thus,  the  overall  slope  of  most  of 
the  wall  area  is  approximately  1:1.  The  horizontal  benches  are  sufficiently  wide  to  allow 
access  by  heavy  equipment  which  can  be  used  to  remove  loose  rock  material  that  has 
accumulated.  These  benches  also  provide  a working  platform  for  equipment  to  remove 
unstable  or  fractured  material  in  the  vertical  faces.  Arm-mounted  jackhammers  can  be 
used  to  batter  slopes  and  remove  loosened  material  that  may  not  have  fallen  naturally,  to 
create  stable  slopes.  Drilling  and  blasting  may  be  used  in  some  selected  areas  if  fractures 
or  unstable  conditions  extend  deeper  and  warrant  these  techniques.  A foundation  layer 
of  structural  fill  will  be  placed  under  the  entire  landfill  and  against  the  side  slopes  as  the 
landfill  progresses  upwards.  This  layer  will  serve  to  buttress  the  underlying  material  in 
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side  slopes,  as  well  as  to  provide  a base  for  the  monitoring  and  containment  layers  under 
the  landfill.  In  some  areas,  temporary  measures  such  as  drilling  and  rock-bolting  may 
be  used  to  hold  outer  layers  of  rock  in  place  until  they  can  be  permanently  stabilized. 

5.  Construction  of  the  liner  system  will  take  place  sequentially  as  areas  of  local  instability 
are  stabilized  and  to  limit  environmental  exposure  of  the  soil  liner  and  flexible  membrane 
liner  (FML).  The  process  of  lining  an  area  will  typically  consist  of  the  following: 

a.  Remove  all  loose  material  from  areas  to  be  lined. 

b.  Geologically  map  the  area  to  be  lined  and  determine  areas  of  local  instability  and 
adverse  geologic  conditions.  (Note  that  this  process  must  continue  throughout  the 
project  since  conditions  will  change  over  time.) 

c.  Determine  measures  to  stabilize  slopes,  based  on  the  type  and  extent  of  instability. 
Typical  measures  are  described  above  in  Response  0001-4. 

d.  Stabilize  slopes  using  the  determined  method. 

e.  Place  foundation  layer  and  composite  liner  system  when  a stabilized  surface  has  been 

achieved. 

Lining  of  each  subsequent  bench  will  occur  after  waste  has  been  placed  to  the  former 
liner  limits  (next  bench  level).  Intermediate  cover  over  the  waste  cells  will  provide  work 
space  for  permanent  stabilization  of  the  next  upper  slopes,  construction  of  the  subsequent 
liner  system  up  the  side  slopes,  and  protection  of  the  underlying  landfill  mass.  Analyzed 
areas  which  have  been  geologically  mapped  and  analyzed  for  stability  will  be  assessed 
in  conjunction  with  previously  evaluated  areas  whenever  possible  to  reduce  the  potential 
of  zones  of  instability  extending  below  previously  filled  areas.  In  the  unlikely  event  that 
zones  of  instability  (e.g.,  unstable  fractures)  are  found  to  extend  below  previously  filled 
areas  then  landfill  material  will  be  excavated  to  allow  access  to  mitigate  the  unstable 
zone.  Such  excavations  would  be  performed  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations. 

6.  This  comment  states  a condition  that  is  required  by  the  RWQCB  during  the  life  of  the 
landfill.  It  does  not  question  the  adequacy  of  the  EIS/EIR;  therefore,  no  additional 
response  is  necessary. 

7.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  480-482)  discusses  the  preparation  of  the  subgrade  prior  to 
liner  construction.  This  subgrade  preparation  will  remove  all  material  determined  to  be 
unstable  during  the  final  design.  Differential  settlement  will  occur,  particularly  between 
areas  of  compacted  fill  and  bedrock,  as  in  any  land  development  and  construction  project. 
The  degree  of  settlement  in  fill  areas  will  be  determined  through  the  construction  and 
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evaluation  of  several  test  pads.  The  amount  of  settlement  will  be  determined  and 
responded  to  in  the  final  design  of  the  landfill.  Typical  measures  used  to  minimize  and 
accommodate  differential  settlement  include  the  use  of  overcompaction  in  some  areas 
with  long-term  surcharges,  selection  of  fill  material,  increased  thickness  of  the  clay  liner 
beyond  the  minimum  two-foot-thick  specification,  use  of  thicker  sections  of  FML  beyond 
the  60-mil  minimum  specification,  and  use  of  multiple  layers  of  geotextile,  soil,  and  liner 
to  absorb  stress  and  shear  forces. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  remove  all  mine  tailing  and  rock  dump  material  if  it  is  shown  to  be 
stable  in  the  final  design  stability  analysis.  Laboratory  and  in-field  testing  will  address 
the  potential  for  hydroconsolidation  of  subgrade  and  fill  materials. 

8.  As  a requirement  of  the  new  federal  EPA  regulations  and  RWQCB,  a composite  liner 
consisting  of  a layer  of  low-permeability  soil  with  a maximum  permeability  of 
10'7  cm/sec  and  a 60-  to  80-mil  high  density  polyethylene  (HDPE)  flexible  membrane 
will  be  installed  over  the  entire  area  underlying  refuse.  While  this  comment  does  not 
identify  any  deficiencies  in  the  leachate  collection  system,  during  preparation  of  the 
preliminary  ROWD,  an  engineering  decision  was  made  to  design  the  leachate  collection 
system  using  a blanket  drainage  system,  rather  than  a series  of  interconnecting  leachate 
collection  pipes  operating  under  a gravity  system  in  the  higher  elevations  and  a pump 
system  in  the  lower  elevations  as  discussed  in  Section  IV.F.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  These 
revisions  have  been  incorporated  into  Section  II.B.l  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

9.  The  revisions  discussed  in  Response  0001-8  above  obviate  responding  to  this  comment. 
A conceptual  liner  design  is  provided  in  Section  II.B.l  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

10.  Page  321  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  concludes  that  the  fine  tailing  material  on  site  meets  the 
regulatory  requirements  for  a soil  liner  material.  The  need  for  an  admixture,  such  as 
bentonite,  will  be  evaluated  as  part  of  the  liner  test  section  testing.  The  amount  of 
admixture,  if  any,  needed  to  achieve  the  required  permeability  is  expected  to  be  minimal, 
and  it  is  not  necessary  to  locate  another  source  of  clay-like  material  to  supplement  the 
proposed  liner  material.  This  is  discussed  in  Appendix  C of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  the 
potential  exhaust  emissions  related  to  this  activity  are  discussed  on  page  375  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR. 

Desiccation/cracking  characteristics  of  the  liner  soil  will  be  studied  during  and  after  test 
pad  construction  by  varying  the  thickness  of  the  protective  soil  cover  and  other  param- 
eters of  construction.  In  order  to  protect  the  clay  liner  from  desiccation,  its  exposure  will 
be  limited  by  constructing  small  portions  of  the  liner  at  a time.  Moisture  control  during 
construction  will  be  strictly  monitored.  Once  in  place,  the  clay  liner  will  be  protected  by 
the  FML,  layers  of  geotextile  fabric,  a minimum  of  one  foot  of  drainrock  which  is  part 
of  the  leachate  collection  and  recovery  system,  and  a minimum  of  two  feet  of  protective 
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soil  cover.  The  FML  will  inhibit  moisture  from  leaving  the  clay  layer  and  inhibit  air  from 
the  landfill  mass  from  entering  it.  Air  circulation  within  the  foundation  layer  below  the 
soil  liner  will  be  prevented  by  sealing  the  FML  at  the  upper  limit  of  the  liner  system. 
Monitoring  wells  for  this  artificial  vadose  zone  will  also  be  sealed. 

1 1 . Potential  liner/leachate  incompatibilities  could  relate  to  (a)  potential  adverse  effects  on 
the  soil  liner  from  municipal  solid  waste  (MSW)  leachate,  (b)  potential  adverse  effects 
on  the  FML  from  MSW  leachate,  or  (c)  potential  adverse  effects  on  the  FML  from 
leachate  from  the  soil  liner.  All  three  will  be  addressed. 

a.  Even  though  calcareous  content  was  not  quantified,  leachate  compatibility  tests  have 
shown  no  changes  on  the  liner  permeability.  GeoSyntec  Consultants  (1991)  per- 
formed compatibility  testing  between  liner  material  and  landfill  leachate  in  accor- 
dance with  the  requirements  of  the  CCR,  USEPA  Method  9100,  and  American 
Society  for  Testing  and  Materials  (ASTM)  Method  D 5084.  This  testing  shows  that 
the  hydraulic  conductivity  of  the  fine-grained  tailing  material  was  not  affected  by 
the  permeation  of  landfill  leachate. 

Results  from  these  compatibility  tests  are  consistent  with  predictions  from  literature 
on  the  properties  of  soil  liners.  Excerpts  from  literature  are  summarized  below: 

By  their  very  nature  most  clay  soils  are  quite  stable  materials  in  their  natural 
state,  because  they  are  towards  the  end  point  of  the  degradation  phase  of  the 
weathering  cycle.  Thus,  if  a naturally  occurring  clay  soil  is  compacted  to  high 
density,  thereby  producing  a material  with  very  low  hydraulic  conductivity, 
and  is  maintained  within  the  same  ranges  of  temperature,  pressure,  and  chem- 
ical and  biological  environment,  it  would  be  expected  to  function  well  as  a 
seepage  barrier  indefinitely  (Mitchell  and  Jaber  1990). 

Studies  have  shown  that  no  detrimental  effects  were  observed  when  a wide 
range  of  actual  and  simulated  landfill  leaches  was  passed  through  specimens 
of  natural  earthen  liner  material.  In  fact,  there  were  two  positive  benefits: 

(1)  some  of  the  leachates  caused  a gradual  reduction  in  the  permeability  of  the 
clay  (in  some  cases  to  the  point  where  the  clay  was  practically  impermeable); 
and  (2)  the  leachate  passing  through  the  clay  was  chemically  filtered  by  the  soil 
such  that  the  amount  of  hydrocarbon  material  coming  out  of  the  test  specimens 
was  far  less  than  the  amount  going  into  the  specimens  (Daniel  and  Liljestrand 
1984). 

b.  and  c.  The  FML  will  be  constructed  of  high  density  polyethylene,  which  is  the  most 

chemically  resistant  material  now  used  for  the  production  of  geomembranes.  Stud- 
ies have  established  that  HDPE  is  very  durable  in  many  different  environments 
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(Albertsson  and  Banhidi  1980;  Moakes  1986).  The  lack  of  ultraviolet  light,  elevated 
temperatures,  and  oxygen  at  the  bottom  of  a municipal  solid  waste  landfill  precludes 
significant  oxidation  of  HDPE  in  that  environment.  Also,  since  municipal  solid 
waste  landfill  leachate  contains  only  trace  to  very  low  concentrations  of  organic 
solvents,  significant  swelling  or  dissolution  of  HDPE  geomembranes  would  not 
occur. 

The  conclusions  given  above  on  the  durability  of  the  HDPE  geomembranes  is 
supported  by  the  scientific  community  at  large.  For  example,  in  1988,  the  USEPA 
Hazardous  Waste  Engineering  Research  Laboratory  (WERL)  convened  an  expert 
committee  for  the  “Ad  Hoc  Meeting  on  the  Service  in  Landfills  of  Flexible  Mem- 
brane Liners  and  Other  Synthetic  Polymeric  Materials  of  Construction.”  The 
published  conclusions  of  the  group  of  experts  included  the  following  (Haxo  and 
Haxo  1988): 

• “The  basic  conditions  to  which  polymeric  FMLs  (flexible  membrane  or 
geomembrane)  and  other  components  of  a liner  system  are  exposed  in  both  MSW 
(municipal  solid  waste)  and  hazardous  waste  landfills  include  comparatively  low 
ambient  temperatures,  lack  of  light,  moisture,  aerobic  and  anaerobic  atmo- 
spheres depending  on  the  component  of  the  liner  system  and  the  location  within 
the  fill,  and  low  concentrations  of  dissolved  constituents.  Thus,  polymeric 
materials  placed  in  service  in  liner  systems  do  not  encounter  the  type  of 
conditions  that  are  normally  considered  to  cause  degradation  of  the  base  poly- 
meric resins.” 

• “The  polymers  that  were  discussed  and  first-grade  compounds  based  on  these 
polymers  should  maintain  their  integrity  in  landfill  environments  for  consider- 
able lengths  of  time,  probably  in  terms  of  100’s  of  years.” 

It  is  also  useful  to  consider  the  results  of  tests  in  which  HDPE  geomembranes  were 
submerged  in  leachate  and  the  effects  of  submergence  on  geomembrane  properties 
were  evaluated.  For  example: 

• A laboratory  study  was  conducted  to  determine  the  resistance  of  liner  materials 
to  attack  by  municipal  solid  waste  leachate  (Haxo  et  al.  1985).  The  materials 
(including  polyethylene)  were  exposed  to  leachate  for  up  to  56  months.  Various 
mechanical  and  dimensional  properties  were  monitored  throughout  the  test 
duration.  Swelling  of  the  polyethylene  after  exposure  was  insignificant  and  the 
physical  properties  of  the  test  specimen  after  exposure  were  within  the  range  of 
normal  variability  in  properties  before  exposure. 
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• Tests  to  evaluate  chemical  compatibility  of  HOPE  geomembranes  with  an 
industrial  waste  leachate  were  conducted  for  up  to  one  year  (Dudzig  and  Tisinger 
1990).  The  geomembrane  was  submerged  in  leachate  at  both  the  laboratory  and 
in  a collection  and  removal  sump  located  at  the  landfill.  The  leachate  contained 
high  levels  of  metallic  salts,  low  concentrations  of  organic  solvents,  and  some 
petrochemical  waste,  such  as  oil.  The  HDPE  geomembrane  was  tested  in 
accordance  with  EPA  Method  9090,  except  that  the  geomembrane  was  exposed 
to  leachate  for  longer  durations  (i.e.,  up  to  one  year),  and  microstructural 
properties  (crystallinity,  composition,  oxidative  stability,  and  molecular  struc- 
ture of  the  HDPE  surface)  were  monitored  in  addition  to  the  requisite  dimen- 
sional and  mechanical  properties.  The  HDPE  geomembrane  did  not  degrade  to 
any  measurable  extent  due  to  exposure  in  either  the  laboratory  or  sump. 

• Some  leachates  contain  minor  amounts  of  petrochemical  waste,  such  as  motor 
oil,  diesel  fuel,  gasoline,  and  kerosene.  The  effect  of  such  constituents  in  highly 
concentrated  form  has  been  found  not  to  have  a long-term  effect  on  HDPE 
(Wrigley  1989).  For  instance,  HDPE  is  used  for  automotive  fuel  tanks  (Modern 
Plastics  Encyclopedia  1990). 

• Tests  have  also  been  performed  on  HDPE  geomembranes  to  evaluate  their 
properties  after  they  were  submerged  in  municipal  solid  waste  leachate  for  up 
to  120  days  at  temperatures  up  to  50  degrees  Celsius.  The  tests  were  performed 
in  accordance  with  EPA  Method  9090  using  leachates  from  1 0 different  landfills. 
No  evidence  of  degradation  due  to  submersion  of  the  HDPE  geomembrane  in 
any  of  the  10  leachates  was  found. 

12.  See  Response  0001-45. 

Flexible  membrane  liners  have  been  shown  to  have  a low  gas  conductivity.  At  a pressure 
difference  of  one  atmosphere,  the  equivalent  conductivity  of  an  HDPE  to  methane  gas 
is  less  than  1 x 10'4  cm/sec.  As  the  pressure  difference  decreases,  the  conductivity 
decreases  greatly — to  approximately  1 x 10'7  cm/sec  at  a pressure  difference  of  1 mmHg. 
In  fact,  HDPE  FMLs  are  commonly  used  as  protection  against  the  buildup  of  landfill  gas 
in  inhabited  structures  located  on  or  near  landfills.  The  installation  of  the  proposed 
composite  liner,  together  with  the  proposed  LFG  collection  system,  monitoring  program, 
and  remediation  activities  (if  necessary)  should  mitigate  to  a level  of  insignificance 
potentially  adverse  impacts  to  groundwater  quality  resulting  from  LFG. 

It  is  possible  under  normal  conditions  that  areas  within  the  landfill  mass  may  reach 
temperatures  on  the  order  of  160  degrees  Fahrenheit  while  the  geologic  formations 
surrounding  the  landfill  will  more  typically  be  at  temperatures  on  the  order  of  60  degrees 
Fahrenheit.  This  will  create  a temperature  gradient  between  the  waste  mass  and  the 
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surrounding  geologic  formations,  with  the  surrounding  geologic  formations,  drainrock, 
and  protective  soil  cover  over  the  liner  system  all  acting  as  a heat  sink.  At  the  composite 
liner,  temperatures  will  be  lower  than  the  maximum  temperatures  in  the  waste  mass,  and 
below  temperatures  that  would  degrade  the  ability  of  the  composite  liner  to  act  as  an 
effective  barrier.  A discussion  of  impacts  and  mitigation  from  landfill  fire  potential  is 
presented  in  Response  0001-45. 

13.  Compression  by  the  overlying  landfill  mass  will  serve  to  further  compact  the  soil  liner, 
improving  its  ability  to  retard  any  leachate  that  might  reach  it.  The  comment  implies  that 
the  liner  system  would  be  constructed  directly  on  the  surface  of  benches  and  side  slopes, 
which  is  not  true.  See  Responses  0001-5,  7,  and  10  for  a discussion  of  the  subgrade 
treatment  and  liner  installation.  Performance  of  the  HDPE  liner  would  not  be  signifi- 
cantly altered  by  uniform  pressure.  In  areas  of  differential  pressures,  various  design 
responses  may  be  used.  These  include  rounding  or  battering  the  edges  of  side  slopes; 
ramping  the  bench  to  match  more  nearly  adjacent  slopes;  varying  the  thickness  of  the 
foundation  layer,  clay  layer,  HDPE,  and/or  protective  soil  layer;  using  multiple  layers 
or  other  reinforcement  measures  in  specific  locations;  and  varying  the  design  cell  size  in 
some  perimeter  portions  of  the  landfill.  As  noted  above  (Response  0001-7)  test  pads  will 
be  constructed  and  evaluated  as  part  of  the  final  landfill  design. 

14.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  assumed  a range  of  leachate  chemical  composition  which  was 
considered  in  the  leachate  treatment  system  preliminary  design.  A general  range  of 
inorganic  constituents  is  presented  in  the  hydrogeology  and  water  quality  appendix 
(Appendix  C:Table  8)  and  was  drawn  from  four  separate  literature  summaries.  For  the 
liner  compatibility  tests  (GeoSyntec  Consultants  1991),  sample  leachate  from  a Los 
Angeles  County  landfill  was  used.  Rather  than  rely  on  literature  values  or  similar 
samples,  the  exact  composition  of  leachate  (if  any)  will  be  determined  by  chemical 
analysis  of  each  batch  of  leachate,  prior  to  treatment.  The  current  design  includes 
provisions  for  adding  treatment  processes  to  address  any  constituent  that  may  have  to  be 
removed  from  the  leachate  prior  to  using  it  for  dust  control.  The  full  range  of  treatments 
available  at  the  landfill  site  will  include  sedimentation  for  removal  of  solids  and 
particulates,  oil/water  separation  for  the  removal  of  oily  phases  that  may  occur;  stripping 
of  VOCs  that  may  be  present  in  the  leachate/condensate;  and  tank  storage  of  treated  water. 
Untreated  and  treated  liquids  will  be  stored  in  appropriate  tanks  until  ready  for  use  or 
disposal.  An  alternative  method  of  handling  leachate/condensate  will  be  to  collect  and 
store  it  for  off-site  treatment  and  disposal.  All  appropriate  regulations  for  the  handling 
of  hazardous  materials  will  be  observed.  See  Response  0001-11  for  further  discussion. 

15.  The  estimate  of  leachate  generation  used  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  based  on  use  of  the  EPA 
Hydrologic  Evaluation  of  Landfill  Performance  (HELP)  model  and  conditions  expected 
for  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  318).  This  estimate  concluded  that 
no  leachate  would  be  generated.  This  conclusion  was  confirmed  independently  by  Ham 
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(1990: 1).  For  purposes  of  designing  the  leachate  collection  system,  however,  an  estimate 
of  13  gallons  per  acre  per  day  was  developed  based  on  leachate  generation  from  landfills 
in  Los  Angeles  County.  This  design  estimate  of  leachate  production  for  the  project  is 
overly  conservative  because  it  does  not  account  for  a reduction  in  moisture  content 
resulting  from  the  waste  compaction  and  handling  operations  or  the  extreme  dryness  of 
the  Eagle  Mountain  site.  The  LCRS  is  designed  to  handle  twice  the  volume  of  leachate 
estimated  for  design  purposes.  For  design  purposes,  the  leachate  flow  rate  for  the  entire 
site  has  been  estimated  to  be  20  gallons  per  minute.  Each  leachate  collection  system 
proposed  at  the  site  (one  per  phase  of  development)  is  designed  with  a capacity  of  120 
gallons  per  minute.  This  results  in  a sizable  factor  of  safety  for  an  already  conservative 
design  quantity. 

16.  This  comment  does  not  identify  any  deficiencies  in  the  leachate  collection  system.  An 
engineering  decision  was  made,  however,  to  plan  the  leachate  collection  system  using  a 
blanket  drainage  system  rather  than  a series  of  interconnecting  leachate  collection  pipes 
operating  under  a gravity  system  in  the  higher  elevations  and  a pump  system  in  the  lower 
elevations  as  discussed  in  Section  IV.F.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

17.  Although  the  draft  EIS/EIR  states  that  wastewater  may  be  disposed  of  at  the  Kaiser 
Wastewater  Treatment  Plant,  current  plans  expect  to  collect  and  transport  the  leachate  to 
an  appropriate  off-site  disposal  facility  or  use  all  leachate  and  most  wastewater  for  dust 
control,  after  appropriate  on-site  treatment.  The  only  wastewater  going  to  the  Kaiser 
treatment  plant  will  be  the  sanitary  sewage  from  the  existing  on-site  buildings  and 
sanitary  sewage  from  new  buildings.  The  Kaiser  treatment  plant  is  an  existing  facility 
that  is  permitted  by  the  RWQCB  for  treating  and  disposing  of  treated  sewage  effluent 
that  is  generated  at  the  site.  The  project  does  not  propose  to  discharge  sewage  to  the 
treatment  plant  in  volumes  that  would  cause  the  permitted  capacity  of  the  treatment  plant 
to  be  exceeded.  Therefore,  there  is  no  change  in  the  Kaiser  treatment  plant  operations 
that  needs  to  be  evaluated  as  part  of  the  discretionary  actions  for  this  project. 

For  the  leachate  collection  system,  initial  treatment  capacity  for  approximately  15,000 
gallons  per  day  is  currently  planned  with  the  use  of  a modular  portable  batch  plant  system. 
This  system  would  treat  both  leachate  and  any  LFG  condensate  that  would  be  collected. 
With  current  estimates  of  leachate  and  the  estimate  of  ultimate  potential  LFG  condensate 
of  11,500  gallons  per  day  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  336),  it  would  be  necessary  to  have 
possibly  three  modules  or  portable  batch  treatment  plants  to  provide  adequate  treatment 
for  reuse  of  the  leachate  and  LFG  condensate.  These  treatment  plants  would  be  operated 
following  closure  of  the  landfill.  Treated  effluent  would  be  used  for  dust  control  and 
irrigation  during  postclosure  maintenance  activities.  Excess  treated  effluent  may  be 
discharged  through  a wastewater  treatment  plant,  if  necessary.  The  treatment  plant  will 
be  operated  according  to  waste  discharge  requirements  mandated  by  the  RWQCB,  which 
will  mitigate  potential  adverse  impacts  on  the  beneficial  uses  of  area  water  resources. 
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18.  Significant  quantities  of  leachate  are  not  anticipated  to  reach  the  fractured  bedrock 
beneath  the  site,  because  of  the  proposed  composite  liner,  the  leachate  collection  removal 
system,  the  proposed  proper  operation  of  the  leachate  and  gas  collection  systems,  and 
the  dry  climatic  conditions  and  waste  characteristics  that  will  exist  at  the  site.  Neverthe- 
less, in  accordance  with  regulations,  the  ROWD  must  address  potential  leachate  releases, 
include  a remediation  plan,  and  present  a financial  mechanism  to  cover  possible  costs. 

19.  No  responses  are  necessary  to  this  comment.  Appropriate  responses  are  provided  in 
Responses  0001-44  to  56  regarding  landfill  gas  and  gas  condensate. 

20.  The  mitigation  measures  for  potential  drainage  impacts  shown  in  Table  S-2  “Drainage” 
in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  incorrectly  state:  “slope  fmal  landfill  not  greater  than  3 percent.” 
The  revised  table  deletes  the  word  “not.”  This  change  appears  in  on  the  revised  summary 
table  located  in  Section  n.G.  of  the  fmal  EIS/EIR.  The  slopes  in  the  final  grading  plan 
are  greater  than  three  percent  to  prevent  the  ponding  and  infiltration  of  rainwater.  On 
the  upper  surfaces  of  the  finished  landfill,  slopes  would  generally  range  from  3-10 
percent.  Erosion  control  measures  will  be  developed,  such  as  vegetation  and  using  larger 
rocks  in  the  final  cover  layer,  as  a means  to  protect  the  surface  from  erosion  damage. 
Additionally,  a closure  plan  that  provides  for  the  maintenance  of  the  fmal  cover  and  the 
repair  of  eroded  areas  is  required  as  part  of  the  RWQCB  permitting  process.  This  plan 
includes  procedures  for  periodic  inspection  of  the  cover,  and  additional  inspections  after 
major  storm  events  to  ensure  the  integrity  of  the  cover. 

21.  The  conclusion  cited  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  251)  was  that  the  age  of  faulting  across 
the  property  had  not  been  evaluated  in  past  literature.  As  part  of  the  investigations  for 
the  draft  EIS/EIR,  it  was  noted  (page  249)  that  the  major  fault  zone  crossing  the  landfill 
footprint  did  not  offset  Quaternary  alluvium.  A subsequent  report  by  Dr.  Richard  Proctor 
titled  “Evaluation  of  Active  Faulting  at  Eagle  Mountain”  evaluated  existing  data  and 
concluded  that  there  is  no  evidence  of  Holocene  movement  of  any  of  the  fault  traces 
on-site. 

22.  This  comment  misinterprets  the  word  immediately.  To  avoid  confusion,  this  comment 
reflects  that  the  removal  of  loose  material  and  grading  to  provide  necessary  surface 
stability  will  be  performed  on  all  benches  from  which  materials  could  conceivably  fall 
onto  working  areas  and  not  be  limited  to  benches  immediately  above  the  working  areas. 

23.  See  Responses  000 1 -3  to  6 above.  The  recommended  stability  analysis  is  required  as  part 
of  the  RWQCB  permitting  process. 

24.  The  landfill  will  be  designed  to  withstand  the  maximum  probable  earthquake  without 
damage  to  the  foundation,  fill  slopes,  or  structures  which  control  leachate,  gas  collection, 
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or  surface  drainage.  That  is,  all  structures  will  be  designed  to  withstand  0.2  g.  Pit  slopes 
will  be  scaled  of  loose  rocks  prior  to  construction  of  the  liner. 

25.  MRC  proposes  a series  of  measures  working  in  conjunction  with  each  other  to  protect 
the  area’s  groundwater  resources.  This  series  of  measures  is  designed  to  accomplish 
three  basic  goals:  (a)  leachate  and  gas  minimization;  (b)  leachate  and  gas  containment; 
and  (c)  leachate  and  gas  collection  and  removal.  These  mitigation  measures  are  described 
in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  on  pages  320-323.  In  the  event  groundwater  recovery  becomes 
necessary,  a corrective  action  program,  including  pumping  of  extraction  wells  to  remove 
the  groundwater,  will  be  implemented  in  accordance  with  current  regulations. 

Leachate  and  gas  generation  will  be  reduced  by  the  installation  of  the  final  cover  system 
(which  is  intended  to  control  infiltration  of  rainfall  into  the  landfill),  gas  recovery  system 
(which  will  extract  gas  and  moisture  from  the  landfill  and  dry  the  waste),  operational 
practices  (daily  and  intermediate  cover,  waste  sorting,  and  restrictions  against  liquids  and 
sludges,  i.e.,  the  dry  condition  of  the  refuse  that  will  be  disposed  at  Eagle  Mountain),  and 
the  arid  climate  in  the  site  region.  As  a result  of  these  controls,  there  will  be  very  little 
leachate  at  Eagle  Mountain,  as  experienced  at  other  southern  California  landfills. 

Leachate  and  gas  containment  is  achieved  by  the  composite  liner  system.  A composite 
liner  (i.e.,  a geomembrane  placed  directly  on  top  of  a layer  of  low-permeability  soil)  is 
more  effective  than  either  a geomembrane  alone  or  a low-permeability  soil  layer  alone 
for  containing  leachate  and  gas  (Daniel  1990;  Giroud  and  Bonaparte  1989b;  USEPA 
1987). 

Leachate  and  gas  collection  is  achieved  by  the  leachate  collection  system,  the  composite 
liner,  and  gas  recovery  system.  Furthermore,  USEPA  studies  (USEPA  1987)  have  shown 
that  placement  of  a geomembrane  (as  opposed  to  a layer  of  low-permeability  soil)  below 
a drainage  layer  maximizes  the  collection  efficiency  of  the  layer.  The  leachate  collection 
system  is  designed  to  reduce  liquid  buildup  on  the  liner,  even  under  maximum  flow 
conditions. 

The  artificial  vadose  zone  (foundation  layer)  directly  underlying  the  liner  and  vadose 
zone  monitoring  wells  will  be  used  to  detect  leachate  and  gas  emissions.  In  addition, 
groundwater  detection  monitoring  wells  will  be  installed  at  the  perimeter  of  each  phase 
of  landfill  operations  and  for  the  landfill  as  a whole  as  required  by  Title  23,  Chapter  15, 
Article  5 of  the  CCR. 

The  RWQCB,  pursuant  to  Chapter  15  requirements,  is  requiring  the  project  proponent 
to  obtain  and  maintain  assurances  of  financial  responsibility  for  initiating  and  completing 
corrective  action  for  a reasonably  foreseeable  release  from  the  landfill.  This  requires  an 
estimation  of  leachate  that  could  reasonably  be  expected  to  leak  from  the  landfill 
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containment  system,  an  estimation  of  the  impact  to  water  quality  that  could  result  from 
such  a leak,  and  an  estimate  of  the  cost  to  implement  a corrective  action  program  to  ensure 
protection  of  the  beneficial  uses  of  the  water.  This  financial  assurance  for  the  cleanup 
of  an  estimated  leak  must  be  completed  and  discussed  as  part  of  the  final  landfill  design 
even  though  leachate  is  not  expected  to  leak  through  the  landfill  containment  system. 

In  summary,  given  proper  implementation  and  successful  operation  of  all  of  the  design 
and  operating  controls  described  above,  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  will  not  have  a 
significant  adverse  impact  on  the  beneficial  uses  of  groundwater. 

26.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  acknowledges  in  several  places  (pages  58, 59,  318, 319, 335,  336)  that 
only  small  quantities  of  leachate  will  be  generated.  The  four  sources  of  leachate  are  also 
discussed  in  the  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

27.  See  Response  0001-15,  above.  Minor  reductions  in  field  capacity  of  the  landfill  mass 
due  to  settlement  would  not  alter  the  design  assumptions  used  in  the  leachate  control  and 
recovery  system. 

28.  Several  design  measures  would  prevent  any  adverse  effects  of  temporary  hydrostatic 
pressure  from  localized  groundwater  mounding  and  seepage.  The  foundation  layer  will 
provide  a capillary  break  between  the  liner  and  bedrock  side  slopes.  Also,  in  the  unlikely 
event  that  the  groundwater  level  may  rise  to  the  bottom  of  the  landfill,  the  foundation 
layer  will  provide  a capillary  break  from  which  the  water  may  drain  by  gravity  or  be 
pumped  out.  A separation  of  at  least  approximately  50  feet  will  also  be  provided  between 
the  lower  levels  of  the  landfill  liner  system  and  the  historic  high  groundwater  level. 

29.  Response  0001-28  above  clearly  explains  that  there  will  be  a “capillary  break”  between 
the  liner  and  the  outside  materials,  thus  draining  fluids  away  and  preventing  any  rise  in 
the  fluid  levels  from  the  outside. 

30.  See  Response  0001-15  above. 

31.  See  Response  0001-28  above. 

32.  This  comment  essentially  describes  the  generation  of  landfill  gas  condensate,  which  is 
described  with  different  language  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pp.  143-144).  The  presence  of 
condensate  is  taken  into  account  both  in  the  design  of  the  LFG  collection  system  and  in 
the  leachate  treatment  system. 

33.  Given  proper  implementation  and  successful  operation  of  all  the  proposed  design  and 
operating  controls,  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  will  not  present  a significant  adverse 
impact  on  the  beneficial  use  of  groundwater.  Calculations  as  suggested  by  the  comment 
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are  required  as  part  of  the  RWQCB  permitting  process,  in  order  to  estimate  potential 
costs  of  remediation  and  to  establish  assurances  of  financial  responsibility.  See  also 
Response  0001-25  above. 

34.  The  conclusion  that  significant  impacts  will  be  avoided  is  not  primarily  based  on  the 
estimated  migration  rates  of  groundwater  through  fractured  bedrock.  It  is  based  on  the 
fact  that  little  or  no  leachate  will  be  produced  and  on  the  design  measures  included  in  the 
project. 

35.  Depending  on  the  physical  conditions,  migration  paths  may  also  be  blocked  by  fault  and 
fracture  zones.  Under  well-understood  circumstances,  tracer  tests  may  be  warranted; 
however,  the  arrival  of  a tracer  indicates  only  its  own  history  along  a particular  path  and 
may  not  be  representative  of  general  conditions.  Other  direct  tests  involving  pumping 
of  wells  and  hydrogeologic  observations  and  calculations  are  effective,  given  the  opinion 
that  this  is  an  area  of  extensive  interconnecting  fractures.  In  any  case,  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
clearly  identifies  the  potential  for  groundwater  contamination  and  describes  design 
features  which  will  reduce  the  potential  groundwater  impacts  to  below  a level  of 
significance. 

36.  This  issue  does  not  significantly  affect  the  conclusion  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  or  the  design 
of  the  containment  system.  The  understanding  of  the  groundwater  movement  is  import- 
ant for  the  design  of  an  adequate  monitoring  system  that  will  detect  leakage  from  the 
landfill  at  the  earliest  possible  point. 

37.  This  comment  refers  to  a sentence  on  page  320,  second  paragraph,  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
Clarification  of  the  sentence  is  acknowledged  by  eliminating  the  phrase  “found  further 
to  the  east  and  thus  facilitating  formation  of  a groundwater  divide  near  the  bedrock/allu- 
vium interface.” 

38.  At  this  time,  the  groundwater  observed  is  not  being  diverted  to  the  south  at  the  north- 
striking  feature  referred  to  in  this  comment.  Mitigation  for  groundwater  contamination 
is  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  on  pages  322-323.  A system  of  detection/monitoring 
wells  will  be  installed  with  their  location  subject  to  the  approval  by  the  RWQCB, 
including  deep  wells  in  bedrock. 


39.  Page  337,  second  whole  paragraph,  last  sentence.  Delete  the  word  “remote,”  so  the 
sentence  reads:  “There  is  a possibility  that  some  of  the  LFG  could  migrate  through 
adjacent  soils  away  from  the  landfill  mass.” 

40.  The  generation  characteristics  cited  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  represent  a reasonable  assump- 
tion so  that  the  impacts  of  LFG  can  be  evaluated  and  mitigation  measures  employed. 
The  draft  EIS/EIR  presents  methods  for  LFG  monitoring,  collection,  and  treatment  and 
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concludes  that  these  measures  will  reduce  LFG  emissions  to  levels  of  insignificance.  If 
less  LFG  than  predicted  is  generated,  the  control  system  will  have  overcapacity.  If  more, 
additional  units  for  control  will  be  installed.  LFG  condensate  will  be  similarly  handled. 
The  alternative  exists  to  collect  and  temporarily  store  leachate/condensate  in  tanks  on-site 
for  proper  treatment  and  disposal  at  an  off-site  facility.  Control  of  LFG  emissions  is 
required  by  the  SCAQMD. 

4 1 . The  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  perimeter  landfill  gas  monitoring  in  the  mitigation  of  landfill 
gas  impacts.  “The  LFG  control  system  will  also  consist  of  a series  of  gas  migration 
probes  placed  around  the  perimeter  of  the  site  to  detect  off-site  gas  migration.  Probe 
spacing  and  depth  will  conform  with  SCAQMD  and  CIWMB  guidelines  (70-3).”  Also, 
“A  network  of  five  to  six  monitoring  wells  would  be  placed  on  approximate  1,000-foot 
centers  in  soils  along  the  northern  town  perimeter.  Other  permanent  subsurface  LFG 
monitoring  wells  or  detectors/alarms  will  be  placed  near  structures  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  East  Pit  (337).” 

42.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  wastewater  disposal  on  pages  41, 65,  and  529-530.  As  noted 
above  in  Response  0001-17,  only  sewage  from  the  main  office  area  will  go  to  the  Kaiser 
treatment  plant  and  no  changes  to  the  permitted  capacity  or  treatment  method  are  required 
for  the  project.  This  facility  treats  wastewater  from  the  town  of  Eagle  Mountain,  which 
at  the  time  the  mine  was  operating  contained  up  to  3,000  residents.  The  plant  has  a 
physical  design  capacity  to  treat  1 80,000  gallons  per  day  (gpd)  and  is  currently  permitted 
to  discharge  35,000  gpd.  Current  flows  through  the  plant  are  estimated  at  10,000- 

15.000  gpd.  See  Response  0001-17  for  additional  discussion. 

43.  Total  annual  groundwater  consumption  by  the  project  is  estimated  to  be  approximately 

2.000  acre-feet  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  328).  Annual  recharge  into  the  Chuckwalla  Valley 
groundwater  basin  is  approximately  12,000  acre-feet  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  139).  If  there 
were  no  other  activities  using  groundwater  within  the  basin,  the  use  by  the  project  would 
not  be  significant.  In  the  context  of  other  uses,  however,  a significant  impact  will  occur. 
The  most  recent  estimate  of  groundwater  withdrawals  indicates  that  approximately 

23.000  acre-feet  per  year  are  being  used  out  of  the  Chuckwalla  Valley  (draft  EIS/EIR, 
Table  9).  Thus,  the  impact  of  groundwater  withdrawals  is  considered  significant  (as 
noted  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  page  589). 

The  following  changes  clarify  these  points. 

In  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  page  329,  the  third  and  fourth  paragraphs,  should  read: 
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Mitigation 

Certain  features  of  the  project  (reusing  treated  wash  water  and  surface  runoff  which 
comes  in  contact  with  refuse  for  dust  control)  would  reduce  the  total  consumption 
of  groundwater,  but  would  not  eliminate  the  effect  of  the  project. 

Significance  After  Mitigation 

Groundwater  consumption  by  the  project,  in  light  of  the  overdraft  conditions  in  the 
Chuckwalla  Valley,  is  considered  significant. 

On  page  589,  the  third  paragraph  should  be  deleted  and  replaced  with  the  following: 

Due  to  regional  consumption,  the  groundwater  in  the  Chuckwalla  Valley  is  expected 
to  remain  in  an  overdraft  condition  for  the  reasonably  foreseeable  future.  Past  use 
by  Kaiser  Steel  ranged  from  3,500  to  4,000  acre-feet/year,  which  was  consumed 
annually  from  the  mid-1960s  through  1979  (see  page  139).  Estimates  of  recent  use 
for  the  northwestern  portion  of  the  Chuckwalla  Valley  are  presented  in  Table  9.  The 
total  annual  groundwater  withdrawal  from  this  area  of  approximately  23,000  acre- 
feet  was  distributed  as  follows: 


Use 

Agriculture 
Lake  Tamarisk 
Other  Domestic 
Gas  Company 
TOTAL 


Acre-feet/vear 

22,040 

865 

50 

5 

22,960 


Annual  recharge  into  the  northwestern  portion  of  the  Chuckwalla  Valley  is  estimated 
to  total  12,240  acre-feet  (also  on  page  139).  Maximum  consumption  by  the  project 
is  estimated  to  be  1,972  acre-feet/year  (page  328),  plus  another  163  acre-feet/year 
that  would  be  an  indirect  effect  due  to  increased  population  attributable  to  the  project. 
Using  these  numbers,  the  cumulative  rates  of  overdraft,  with  and  without  the  project, 
are  12,855  and  10,720  acre-feet/year,  respectively.  The  discussion  on  page  328-329 
attempts  to  place  these  values  in  perspective  by  estimating  the  remaining  lifetime  of 
the  aquifer.  Because  the  estimates  of  total  usable  water  reserves  in  the  Chuckwalla 
Valley  vary  greatly,  and  because  the  past  patterns  of  well  drawdown  are  erratic  (see 
page  141  for  a discussion  of  both  of  these  topics),  this  determination  of  the  remaining 
useful  life  of  the  aquifer  is  fraught  with  uncertainty.  It  is  safe  to  assume,  however, 
that  the  overdraft  condition  in  the  Chuckwalla  Valley  will  continue  and  cumulative 
impact  will  remain  significant. 
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44.  The  draft  EIS/EIR,  in  Section  IV.  A.  (“Environmental  Consequences  - Water  Quality  and 
Use,”  page  322)  states:  “Migrating  LFG  that  contains  volatile  organic  compounds  can 
be  a source  of  groundwater  pollution.”  Table  S-2  should  have  included  LFG  migration 
in  addition  to  the  leachate  migration  cited  under  the  impact  section.  However,  this 
oversight  was  corrected  in  the  cited  mitigation  measures  section,  which  calls  for  the 
installation  of  an  LFG  collection  system  as  one  of  the  measures  proposed  for  the 
mitigation  of  potential  groundwater  degradation.  LFG  migration  has  been  included  as  a 
potential  impact  (see  summary  table  located  in  Section  II.G.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 

The  design  of  the  landfill  has  been  changed  in  response  to  comments,  to  include  a 
composite  liner  over  the  entire  landfill  area.  The  installation  of  a composite  liner 
consisting  of  a layer  of  low-permeability  soil  and  a flexible  membrane  liner,  together 
with  the  proposed  LFG  collection  system,  monitoring  program,  and  remediation  activi- 
ties (the  latter  if  necessary),  will  mitigate  to  a level  of  insignificance  any  potentially 
adverse  impact  to  water  quality  resulting  from  LFG. 

45.  As  part  of  the  LFG  control  and  recovery  system  operations,  there  will  be  regular 
monitoring  of  each  methane  detection  well  and  probes  in  the  system.  The  monitoring  of 
the  wells  will  include  measurements  of  gas  concentrations  and  temperatures. 

The  commenter  is  correct  in  noting  that  landfill  fires  can  be  a direct  result  of  LFG 
collection.  The  potential  for  landfill  fires  is  highest  at  points  where  outside  air  may  be 
drawn  into  the  landfill  mass.  For  the  proposed  project,  these  points  would  be  near  the 
perimeter  liner  system  and  at  LFG  monitoring  and  extraction  wells.  In  the  event  a fire 
involves  material  near  the  liner  itself  and  damage  to  the  liner,  then  additional  impacts 
related  to  the  release  of  LFG  could  result.  Several  measures  are  incorporated  into  the 
project  to  reduce  potential  impacts  from  fires  to  an  insignificant  level.  These  measures 
include  the  placement  of  several  feet  of  earthen  material  between  the  HDPE  liner  and  the 
refuse  mass  itself,  a specification  that  LFG  extraction  and  monitoring  wells  would  be 
located  a minimum  distance  of  80  feet  from  the  liner,  and  the  regular  monitoring  of 
temperature  and  the  composition  of  gasses  noted  above.  In  the  event  of  a subsurface  fire, 
various  control  measures  (discussed  on  page  142  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR)  are  available 
which  would  reduce  impacts  to  an  insignificant  level.  Among  these  is  the  temporary 
adjustment  of  the  collection  system  to  reduce  the  LFG  extraction  rate  within  the  area  of 
the  fire  to  reduce  the  oxygen  supply.  It  is  feasible,  however,  that  this  action  could  cause 
an  increase  in  potential  LFG  emissions  due  to  a temporary  increase  in  the  pressure 
gradient  between  the  landfill  mass  and  the  surrounding  natural  materials.  However,  this 
would  be  mitigated  by  the  installation  of  additional  monitoring  probes  in  the  immediately 
surrounding  natural  materials  (vadose  zone)  to  detect  any  LFG  emissions  and,  if 
necessary,  the  installation  of  LFG  extraction  wells  to  reduce  escaping  LFG. 
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The  public  health  impacts  for  this  project  from  toxic  combustion  products  and  explosion 
potential  are  minimal. 

46.  Collection  system  efficiencies  as  high  as,  or  or  even  higher  than,  80  percent  have  been 
attained  in  unlined  and  uncapped  landfills.  The  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  will  be  lined 
with  a composite  liner  of  clay  and  HDPE  liner  materials  and  capped.  Under  these 
conditions,  higher  efficiencies  can  be  expected.  An  80  percent  collection  efficiency  is  a 
conservative  estimate  used  for  design  purposes.  This  increased  efficiency  afforded  by 
the  lining  and  capping  will  reduce  the  potential  impacts  associated  with  LFG  migration. 
See  Response  0001-45  regarding  landfill  fires  impact  and  mitigation. 

47.  The  decrease  of  LFG  emissions  in  the  Los  Angeles  area  due  to  transport  of  waste  out  of 
the  area  and  the  reduction  of  stack  gases  generated  close  to  a large  metropolitan  area  are 
discussed  in  Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  under  the  sections  titled  “No  Project” 
alternative  (pp.  189-198)  and  Comparison  of  Alternatives  (pp.  198-210).  The  compari- 
son of  alternatives  indicates  that  the  Eagle  Mountain  project,  with  the  recommended 
mitigation,  will  result  in  an  increase  in  emissions  of  all  pollutants  (except  carbon 
monoxide,  for  which  there  will  be  a decrease),  compared  with  the  “No  Project”  alternative 
under  which  there  would  be  a continuation  of  waste  disposal  in  landfills  within  the  South 
Coast  Air  Basin. 

Looking  solely  at  impacts  within  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin,  the  Eagle  Mountain  project, 
with  the  recommended  mitigation,  is  expected  to  result  in  no  change  or  in  a decrease  in 
emissions  when  compared  with  the  “No  Project”  alternative.  Thus,  the  increased 
emissions  associated  with  transportation  of  wastes  within  the  basin  is  offset  by  the 
decrease  in  emissions  from  the  transfer  of  flares  and  landfill  operations  to  the  desert 
location.  On  the  basis  of  population  exposures  to  air  pollutants,  the  Eagle  Mountain 
project,  with  the  recommended  mitigation,  would  result  in  a net  benefit  due  to  the 
relocation  of  emissions  from  the  heavily  populated  South  Coast  Air  Basin  to  less 
populated  desert  areas. 

However,  given  the  sensitivity  of  desert  residents  to  the  air  quality  issue,  an  assessment 
of  air  quality  changes  on  a population-weighted  basis  will  not  necessarily  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  evaluating  project  impacts. 

48.  An  assessment  of  the  emissions  associated  with  impacts  of  LFG  combustion  in  the  Eagle 
Mountain  area  is  included  in  Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  on  pages  81-84.  The  effect 
that  these  emissions  have  on  air  quality  in  the  Eagle  Mountain  area  is  discussed  in 
Appendix  E as  well  (pp.  92-97)  and  analyzed  in  the  Air  Quality  section  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR. 
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49.  This  commenter  acknowledges  the  conservatism  of  using  an  80  percent  landfill  gas 
collection  efficiency.  The  revised  health  risk  analysis  dated  February  1992  also  used  an 
80  percent  landfill  gas  collection  efficiency  and  a 99  percent  flare  destruction  efficiency; 
however,  this  revised  risk  assessment  used  on-site  meteorological  data  and  updated  unit 
risk  values.  As  such,  the  dispersion  model  can  calculate  annual  concentrations  directly, 
which  typically  produces  lower  concentrations  than  those  determined  by  using  screening 
meteorological  data  as  used  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  emission  rates  for  toxic  substances 
were  based  on  the  concentrations  found  in  landfill  gas  from  four  southern  California 
landfill  sites  and  used  the  highest  concentrations  of  each  pollutant  to  estimate  the 
worst-case  health  risks  and  the  average  concentration  of  each  pollutant  to  calculate  the 
most  probable  health  risks.  The  revised  risk  assessment  is  contained  in  Attachment  9, 
Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  The  maximum  cancer  risk  is  estimated  to  be  2.2  in  1 
million  at  maximum  concentrations  of  trace  contaminants  and  maximum  gas  production 
(see  Table  9-2).  The  most  probable  cancer  risk  is  estimated  to  be  1.0  in  1 million,  when 
the  average  concentrations  are  used  with  the  maximum  gas  production  (see  Table  9-3). 
South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District  Rule  1401  provides  that  a project  may  be 
approved  if  the  project  uses  best  available  control  technology  for  toxics  and  the  cancer 
risk  does  not  exceed  10  in  1 million. 

50.  See  Response  0001-49  above. 

5 1 . Figures  28  and  29  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  provide  a conceptual  plan  for  the  LFG  collection 
system.  Where  horizontal  gas  trenches  are  used,  the  trenches  will  be  placed  below  the 
intermediate  cover  layers  in  gravel-filled  trenches.  At  the  collection  and  removal 
locations,  the  condensate  can  be  collected  in  storage  tanks  before  being  properly  disposed 
of  at  approved  off-site  disposal  facilities. 

52.  This  comment  relates  to  the  final  design  of  the  LFG  collection  system  and  will  be 
addressed  at  that  time. 

53.  The  LFG  collection  system  will  be  designed  to  mitigate  any  effects  on  the  system  caused 
by  differential  settlement  of  the  landfill  waste. 

54.  Changes  in  the  text  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  335,  second  paragraph,  third  sentence)  to 
recognize  the  uncertainties  in  LFG  generation  rates  have  been  made  to  read:  By  the  year 
2092,  the  daily  generation  rate  is  expected  to  be  approximately  80  million  cubic  feet  per 
day.  Estimates  of  LFG  production  are  uncertain,  however,  and  actual  results  could  be 
substantially  higher  as  well  as  substantially  lower.  The  comments  provide  a rationale 
for  the  recommendation  that  a flexible  membrane  liner  be  installed  to  control  gas 
migration.  This  flexible  membrane  liner  is  now  part  of  the  design  for  the  landfill. 
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Additionally,  any  LFG  collection  system  is  a dynamic  system  that  must  be  frequently 
adjusted  to  account  for  the  actual  conditions  that  exist  in  the  landfill.  These  changes  are 
made  as  a result  of  the  data  collected  by  the  proposed  system.  For  example,  if  gas 
concentrations  are  increasing  in  any  given  probe,  then  additional  extraction  wells  may 
have  to  be  installed  in  that  area. 

55.  Table  FEIR-AQ-13,  located  in  Appendix  M,  Attachment  2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR,  summa- 
rizes the  results  of  six  source  tests  on  landfill  gas  flares.  As  the  commenter  notes,  the 
destruction  efficiency  can  vary  among  different  compounds.  However,  the  test  results 
demonstrate  that  an  efficiency  of  99.0  percent  or  greater  can  be  achieved  on  all 
compounds  tested.  Because  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  will  use  best  available  control 
technology,  it  is  likely  that  the  99  percent  destruction  efficiency  will  be  maintained  on  a 
long-term  average  basis.  Compound-specific  destruction  rates  are  provided  in  Section 
V.B.3.,  Table  FEIR-AQ-13,  located  in  Appendix  M,  Attachment  2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 
The  conclusions  regarding  health  risks  associated  with  the  project  are  not  affected  by  this 
refinement  because  the  analysis  of  risks  is  dominated  by  the  portion  of  landfill  gas  which 
is  assumed  to  escape  through  the  surface  and  not  by  that  which  is  disposed  of  through 
the  flare. 

56.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  incorrectly  refers  to  the  0.3-second  residence  time  in  the  Project 
Description  section.  The  reference  to  this  requirement  in  Appendix  E correctly  refers  to 
the  0.6-second  retention  time  required  by  the  SCAQMD. 

57.  The  federal  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990  will  have  no  significant  effect  on  the 
proposed  project.  This  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  project  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
SCAQMD,  which  has  established  requirements  far  more  stringent  than  those  imposed 
under  the  new  federal  amendments.  While  some  changes  to  the  SCAQMD  permit 
program  may  result  from  the  new  federal  law,  these  changes  are  expected  to  be 
procedural,  not  substantive,  in  nature.  No  changes  to  the  assessment  of  project  impacts, 
or  expected  compliance  with  applicable  regulations,  is  necessary  as  a result  of  the  passing 
of  the  1990  federal  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments. 

The  SCAQMD’ s New  Source  Review  rule  (Regulation  XIII)  was  amended  in  June  1990 
to  drastically  reduce  the  “triggef  ’ levels  for  emissions  offsets.  This  revised  rule  was 
discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (which  was  prepared  after  the  rule’s  amendment)  in 
Appendix  E,  pages  55  and  102-105.  The  revised  offset  levels  are  also  reflected  in  the 
assessment  of  significance  discussed,  for  example,  in  Appendix  E on  pages  139-146. 
The  older  significance  criteria  were  incorrectly  shown  in  the  Discussion  of  Significance 
Criteria  in  Appendix  E on  pages  61-69;  however,  these  older  criteria  were  not  used  in 
the  analysis.  Corrected  copies  of  Tables  14-18  from  Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
are  included  in  Appendix  M,  Attachment  1 of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 
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The  Kings  County  Farm  Bureau  v.  the  City  of  Hanford  court  decision  was  reviewed  prior 
to  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  the  document  complies  with  the  guidelines 
set  down  in  that  decision.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  reflects  the  points  discussed  in  the  comment: 

The  nonattainment  status  and  existing  air  quality  of  the  areas  impacted  by  the  proposed 
project  are  explicitly  recognized  and  taken  into  consideration  in  evaluating  the  signifi- 
cance of  air  quality  impacts;  see,  for  example.  Appendix  E,  pages  139-146. 

The  emissions  from  the  on-site  stationary  sources  are  analyzed  concurrently  with  the 
mobile  source  emissions;  see,  for  example.  Appendix  E,  page  132,  and  the  associated 
discussion  of  significance  which  reflects  the  combined  emissions  from  stationary  and 
mobile  sources. 

There  have  been  no  changes  to  the  SCAQMD’s  BACT  Manual  which  would  affect  the 
conclusion  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  that  baghouse  controls  will  be  required  as  BACT  for  the 
cover  processing  plant. 

The  requirements  of  the  SCAQMD  Rule  431.1  were  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  in 
Appendix  E,  on  page  56  and  again  on  page  102.  The  rule  was  adopted  prior  to  the 
preparation  of  Appendix  E,  and  the  adopted  version  was  reviewed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
The  rule  would  limit  the  sulfur  content  of  landfill  gas  fired  in  flares  or  sold  for  use  off-site 
to  not  more  than  250  ppm  calculated  as  hydrogen  sulfide.  The  data  contained  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E,  page  83)  regarding  emissions  from  flares  indicate  that  the  highest 
reported  sulfur  content  from  landfill  gas  in  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  is  less  than  60  ppm. 
This  rule  includes  a more  rigorous  restriction  of  sulfur  content  in  the  landfill  gas  fired  in 
flares  which  will  apply  to  the  project  as  of  1993.  This  and  other  rules  and  regulations 
(such  as  Rule  403  dealing  with  fugitive  dust)  may  be  expected  to  be  strengthened  in  the 
future.  The  project  will  be  required  to  comply  with  all  applicable  future  rules  and 
regulations. 

58.  The  collection  of  on-site  air  quality  and  meteorological  data  was  begun  as  soon  as  it 
became  clear  that  collection  of  such  data  was  necessary.  In  order  to  ensure  that  the  data 
were  collected  in  a manner  acceptable  to  both  the  SCAQMD  and  the  EPA,  a monitoring 
protocol  had  to  be  prepared,  submitted  to  the  agencies,  and  approved  before  data 
collection  could  begin.  Included  in  Attachment  7,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR  are 
summaries  of  meteorological  data  collected  on-site  and  summaries  of  ambient  air  quality 
monitoring  data  collected  on-site.  Revised  air  quality  modeling  using  the  actual  weather 
and  ambient  data  collected  on-site  has  been  completed  and  the  results  are  summarized 
on  modified  tables  (Tables  29,  36,  49,  and  52)  and  associated  plots  of  project  impacts  in 
Attachment  5,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  The  results  of  the  revised  modeling 
show  that,  as  anticipated  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  project  impacts  will  not  exceed  federal 
Class  I and  II  increments  and  will  not  exceed  either  federal  or  California  ambient  air 
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quality  standards  for  CO,  NO2,  and  SO2.  Project  impacts  alone  for  PM  10  are  well  below 
federal  and  California  ambient  air  quality  standards.  However,  the  highest  background 
ambient  values  measured  on-site  exceed  the  24-hour  average  PM  10  federal  and  Califor- 
nia standards.  Therefore,  when  project  impacts  are  added  to  the  maximum  measured 
background  levels,  the  resulting  cumulative  impacts  would  exceed  24-hour  average 
federal  and  California  PM  10  ambient  air  quality  standards. 

59.  Control  measure  D-2  in  the  Air  Quality  Management  Plan  involves  hauling  biodegradable 
waste  out  of  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin.  The  detailed  description  of  the  control  measure 
(contained  in  Appendix  IV-A  of  the  AQMP)  suggests  that  this  measure  would  be 
accomplished  in  conjunction  with  electrification  of  the  railroad  system  in  the  South  Coast 
Air  Basin.  It  is  acknowledged  that  there  are  secondary  benefits  from  the  project,  i.e., 
reductions  in  LFG  emissions  in  the  SCAB,  and  potential  reductions  in  transport  vehicle 
emissions  within  the  SCAB.  These  emission  reductions,  however,  are  not  sufficient  to 
fully  compensate  for  the  increases  caused  by  the  project.  Therefore,  the  conclusion  that 
the  project  would  have  a significant  regional  air  quality  impact  would  not  change. 

60.  See  Response  0001-58  above.  The  meteorological  data  collected  on-site  is  reflected  in 
tables  which  show  the  wind  speed  and  direction  (see  Attachment  7,  Appendix  M of  the 
final  EIS/EIR). 

61.  Air  quality  trend  charts  and  other  information  will  be  updated  as  the  project  progresses, 
but  the  conclusions  of  the  report  are  not  changed. 

62.  The  comment  relating  to  the  diversity  in  air  quality  patterns  is  correct;  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
showed  the  trend  in  worst-case  pollutant  concentrations  at  any  location  in  the  Southeast 
Desert  Air  Basin.  While  pollutant  concentrations  tend  to  decline  in  more  remote  areas 
of  the  desert,  the  use  of  the  more  severe  concentrations  from  stations  close  to  the  exit  of 
the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  results  in  a conservative  setting  upon  which  project 
impacts  are  evaluated.  However,  on-site  monitoring  data  has  been  collected  for  the  site 
and  has  been  used  to  refine  the  conclusions  regarding  project  impacts  at  the  site.  This 
analysis  is  included  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  (Attachment  8 of  Appendix  M). 

63.  See  Response  0001-62  above. 

64.  The  commenter’s  conclusions  are  consistent  with  the  summary  of  on-site  air  quality  data 
presented  in  response  to  a previous  comment. 

65.  The  comment  is  correct  with  respect  to  air  quality  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  site; 
however,  as  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (see  Appendix  E,  page  132,  for  example), 
most  of  the  emissions  of  several  pollutants  associated  with  the  project  occur  in  areas  of 
the  South  Coast  and  Southeast  Desert  air  basins,  which  are  more  subject  to  the  influence 
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of  urban  pollution.  For  example,  the  data  in  Appendix  E indicate  that  the  following 
fraction  of  mitigated  project  emissions  occur  in  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  and  along  the 
transport  routes,  rather  than  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  site  itself: 

7 1 percent  of  NOx  emissions 
62  percent  of  CO  emissions 
23  percent  of  PM  10  emissions 
38  percent  of  VOC  emissions 
77  percent  of  SOx  emissions 

66.  The  air  quality  appendix  to  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E)  contains  a more  extensive 
discussion  of  the  significance  of  project  impacts  and  of  the  comparison  between  project 
alternatives  (including  the  “No  Project”  alternative)  than  what  was  presented  in  the  main 
body  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  It  is  unclear  from  this  comment  what  additional  air  quality 
benefits  of  the  project  have  been  overlooked. 

67.  It  is  not  clear  that  there  are  any  air  quahty -related  economies  of  scale  associated  with  the 
Eagle  Mountain  project,  except  to  the  extent  that  a new,  larger  project  will  use  more 
modem  equipment  and  will  provide  mitigation  that  existing  facilities  would  not  need  to 
provide.  These  two  factors  are  reflected  in  the  comparison,  contained  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
(Appendix  E,  pp.  1 89-2 1 0),  between  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  and  disposal  of  the  same 
volume  of  waste  at  existing  smaller  landfills  in  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin. 

68.  There  are  not  sufficient  data  available  to  analyze  the  emissions  changes  associated  with 
delivery  of  waste  to  transfer  stations  (under  the  Eagle  Mountain  project)  as  compared 
with  the  “No  Project”  alternative,  under  which  waste  is  delivered  by  a mix  of  truck  types 
going  to  transfer  stations  and  directly  to  landfills.  Without  knowing  the  location  of 
transfer  stations,  it  is  not  possible  to  conclude  that  emissions  from  refuse  trucks  will  be 
lower  compared  with  emissions  associated  with  their  current  direct  trips  to  the  landfill. 
There  is  no  technical  basis  for  the  commenter’s  conclusion  that  transfer  vehicles  will  be 
“full  powered”  and  that  refuse  collection  trucks  are  currently  “underpowered.”  While  it 
is  clear  and  correct  that  emissions  from  trucks  going  up  a hill  are  greater  than  emissions 
from  mucks  traveling  over  level  ground,  it  is  also  correct  that  emissions  from  empty  trucks 
going  down  a hill  are  much  lower  than  emissions  from  empty  mucks  on  level  ground.  It 
is  not  possible  to  evaluate  the  potential  benefits  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  suggested 
by  the  comment,  given  the  fact  that  the  location  of  future  transfer  stations  is  not  known 
at  the  present  time. 

69.  The  extent  to  which  emissions  are  displaced  from  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  into  the 
desert  is  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  204-210).  Additional  air 
quality  modeling  analyses  and  risk  assessments  based  on  on-site  meteorological  and 
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baseline  data  have  been  performed  and  are  included  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  (see  Attachments 
7-9  of  Appendix  M). 

70.  There  are  not  sufficient  technical  tools  to  evaluate  the  impacts  of  the  Eagle  Mountain 
project  on  ozone  concentrations  in  the  desert.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  the  assessment  of 
ozone  impacts  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  based  on  changes  in  emissions  of  ozone  precursors. 

7 1 . While  the  stated  benefits  may  accompany  the  project,  quantification  of  their  effects  would 
be  quite  speculative.  As  noted  above,  other  than  the  use  of  new  equipment  and 
implementation  of  other  emissions  control  measures  not  required  in  existing  landfills, 
there  is  no  clear  “economy  of  scale”  associated  with  the  project.  Estimates  of  project- 
generated dust  were  based  on  the  equipment  fleet  proposed,  which  admittedly  would 
produce  less  soil  disturbance  than  many  smaller  vehicles.  Nevertheless  (as  acknowl- 
edged two  paragraphs  later  in  the  comment),  particulate  emissions  may  still  represent  a 
significant  impact.  The  other  considerations  mentioned  might  be  used  to  justify  project 
approval  but  do  not  affect  the  conclusions  of  the  report  regarding  air  quality  impacts, 
given  the  significance  criteria  used. 

72.  Impacts  to  ambient  air  quality  were  analyzed  (on  pages  408-418  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR) 
separate  from  the  emissions  inventory.  Location-specific  factors  were  considered,  and 
given  the  worst-case  assumptions  in  the  analysis,  the  impacts  were  considered  significant. 

73.  It  is  agreed  that  every  effort  to  reduce  emissions  should  be  incorporated  into  the  project. 
While  the  commenter  may  not  agree  with  the  emissions  criteria  or  the  other  criteria  for 
significance,  they  are  not  arbitrary.  In  fact,  the  significance  criteria  are  consistent  with 
guidance  from  the  EPA,  California  Air  Resources  Board,  and  South  Coast  Air  Quality 
Management  District. 

74.  For  purposes  of  the  impact  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  cumulative  effect  of  all 
sources  directly  associated  with  the  project  was  analyzed.  In  this  context,  the  separation 
of  fugitive  from  non-fugitive  sources  is  inappropriate. 

75.  This  comment  is  correct.  Table  13  of  Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  should  appear  as 
shown  in  this  comment. 

76.  The  discussion  in  the  Affected  Environment  section  will  also  be  clarified  to  more 
accurately  describe  the  record  of  PM  10  violations  in  the  air  basin. 

77.  The  on-site  monitoring  data  available  to  date  (Attachment  2,  Table  FEIR-AQ-6  of 
Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR)  indicate  some  violations  of  the  federal,  as  well  as  state, 
standard  for  PM  10.  Additional  collection  of  data  may  indicate  that  the  frequency  of 
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violations  at  the  site  is  indeed  much  lower  than  reported  elsewhere  in  the  basin.  This 
would,  however,  not  alter  the  conclusions  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

78.  Seventy-five  miles  is  a distance  which  reaches  all  of  the  communities  within  the  Coachella 
Valley  and  other  desert  areas  including  Blythe.  While  some  haul  distances  may  be 
greater,  it  is  also  likely  that  many  would  be  shorter.  Therefore,  75  miles  is  considered  a 
reasonable  average  haul  distance. 

79.  The  truck  emissions  factors  for  refuse  hauling  were  developed  using  the  California 
ARB-approved  EMFAC/BURDEN  emissions  model  for  heavy-duty  diesel  trucks. 
These  emissions  factors  are  based  on  average  heavy-duty  diesel  truck  trips  in  the 
Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  portion  of  Riverside  County. 

80.  See  Response  0001-55. 

81.  As  noted  in  the  footnotes  to  Table  27,  Appendix  E,  the  physical  assumptions  regarding 
fugitive  dust  generation  were  based  on  consultation  with  project  personnel  who  have 
been  testing  the  fine  tailing  material  for  use  as  liner  material.  The  control  efficiency 
assumed  is  based  on  empirical  information  from  a similar  operation. 

82.  The  reference  to  0.2  pound/day  is  to  windblown  dust  not  attributable  to  other  sources, 
disturbances,  or  operations  within  the  project.  The  total  estimate  of  fugitive  dust 
emissions  in  the  absence  of  mitigation  is  765.5  pounds/day.  On-site  dust  monitoring  to 
verify  compliance  with  ambient  air  quality  standards  will  be  required. 

83.  There  is  no  question  that  windblown  dust  poses  a significant  impact.  This  impact  is 
clearly  identified  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (377,  378,  41 1,  413).  The  potential  for  transport 
of  fugitive  dust  is  acknowledged.  The  most  important  receptor  in  this  regard  is  the  Joshua 
Tree  National  Monument  boundary.  Impacts  to  the  ambient  concentrations  at  the 
monument  boundary  are  presented  in  Table  34  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

84.  The  commenter  is  correct  in  saying  that  the  SCAQMD  typically  requires  that  activities 
with  the  potential  to  generate  fugitive  dust  be  stopped  during  windy  conditions.  Regu- 
lation IV,  Rule  403,  specifically  states  that  . . a person  shall  not  cause  or  allow  the 
emissions  of  fugitive  dust . . . such  that  the  presence  of  such  dust  remains  visible  in  the 
atmosphere  beyond  the  property  line  of  the  emission  source  . . . .”  The  rule  also  says 
that  “.  . . every  reasonable  precaution  [shall  be  taken]  to  minimize  fugitive  dust 
emissions  from  . . . solid  waste  disposal  operation.”  Suspension  of  activity  during 
winds  in  excess  of  25  miles  per  hour  was  not  considered  as  a separate  mitigation  measure 
since  virtually  all  sources  of  fugitive  dust  would  have  active  dust  control  programs 
applied  to  them. 
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85.  See  Response  0001-82  above. 

86.  See  Response  0001-82  above. 

87.  The  figures  presented  for  total  project  emissions  do  include  VOC  emissions  from  both 
the  flare  itself  as  well  as  fugitive  LFG  emissions  in  the  category  “Landfill  Gas  Flares.” 
Of  the  total  845  pounds  per  day  of  VOC,  approximately  842  pounds  are  fugitive  LFG 
and  3 pounds  are  from  the  flare  exhaust. 

88.  The  question  of  PSD  applicability  is  discussed  in  the  report.  The  comment  is  correct  in 
suggesting  that  the  project  may  not  be  subject  to  PSD  review,  and  the  EPA  has  so 
concluded. 

89.  Offset  requirements,  set  forth  in  SCAQMD  Rule  1303,  are  discussed  in  Appendix  E (page 
105).  The  landfill  gas  flares  are  designated  as  an  essential  public  service  under  SCAQMD 
Rule  1302  and  are  entitled  to  obtain  offset  credits  from  the  district’s  priority  reserve.  If 
insufficient  emission  credits  are  available  in  the  district’s  priority  reserve  to  completely 
offset  the  emissions  from  the  landfill  gas  flares,  SCAQMD  Rule  1304.b.5  exempts  the 
flares  from  the  offset  requirements  provided  they  are  equipped  with  B ACT. 

Emission  offsets  are  also  required  for  the  cover  processing  plant.  No  emission  reduction 
credits  associated  with  closure  of  the  mine  in  1982  were  registered  or  approved  by  the 
SCAQMD.  As  a result,  no  credit  for  curtailment  of  the  previous  mining  operation 
emissions  is  available  for  offset  purposes.  The  following  sources  of  emission  offsets  will 
be  investigated  during  the  district  permitting  process:  control  of  existing  stationary  and 
mobile  sources  in  the  project  area,  emission  offsets  currently  available  from  SCAQMD 
emission  reduction  credit  banking  system,  inter-basin  emission  offset  trades,  and  inter- 
pollution emission  offset  trades. 

90.  Rather  than  compare  daily  emission  rates  (in  terms  of  pounds  of  pollutant  generated  per 
day)  between  truck  and  rail  travel,  it  would  be  better  to  compare  pounds  of  pollutant 
generated  per  1,000  ton-miles  traveled  (lb/KTM).  This  revised  comparison  eliminates 
total  distance  traveled  as  a variable  in  the  emission  calculations.  Using  this  approach, 
the  emission  factors  (lb/KTM)  for  rail  hauling  are  compared  with  the  corresponding 
emission  factors  for  truck  hauling  (see  Figure  FEIR- AQ- 1 in  Attachment  2,  Appendix 
M of  the  final  EIR/EIS). 

As  shown  in  Figure  FEIR-AQ-1,  the  emission  factors  associated  with  mitigated  rail  haul 
on  the  Eagle  Mountain  line  are  lower  than  the  emission  factors  associated  with  Southern 
Pacific.  Therefore,  in  order  to  combine  the  emission  factors  associated  with  the  rail  haul, 
it  is  necessary  to  use  the  percent  of  total  miles  traveled  on  each  rail  line  (approximately 
25  percent  on  the  Eagle  Mountain  line  and  75  percent  on  the  Southern  Pacific  line)  to 
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calculate  weighted  average  emission  factors.  A comparison  of  the  combined  rail  hauling 
with  the  truck  hauling  emission  factors  indicates  that  the  NOx  and  CO  emissions  for  rail 
hauling  are  slightly  higher  (6  percent  and  4 percent,  respectively)  than  for  truck  hauling. 
However,  the  combined  rail  hauling  emission  factors  for  VOC,  SO2,  and  PM  10  are 
significantly  lower  (45,  80,  and  35  percent,  respectively)  than  for  truck  hauling.  This 
comparison,  therefore,  suggests  that  the  difference  in  NOx  and  CO  emissions  between 
rail  and  truck  hauling  is  negligible.  Furthermore,  this  comparison  indicates  that  rail 
hauling  results  in  significantly  lower  VOC,  SO2,  and  PM  10  emissions  than  truck  hauling. 

91.  The  introductory  statement  on  page  105  (Appendix  E)  explains  how  regulatory  require- 
ments were  or  were  not  “counted”  as  mitigation.  Requirements  which  already  exist  were 
calculated  into  project  emissions  and  not  counted  as  mitigation,  although  under  CEQA 
such  requirements  can  be  considered  mitigation.  The  revised  Mitigation  Reporting/Mon- 
itoring Program,  located  in  Section  H.C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR,  distinguishes  between 
anticipated  requirements  which  are  the  responsibility  of  SCAQMD  or  EPA  and  extra 
measures  to  be  implemented  specifically  by  the  applicant. 

92.  Requirements  not  yet  adopted  or  which  are  expected  to  have  future  implementation  dates 
were  included  in  the  mitigation  computations  along  with  measures  that  can  be  incorpo- 
rated which  are  not  expected  to  be  mandatory. 

Feasibility  and  cost  effectiveness  are  not  judged  solely  by  the  applicant.  On  the  contrary, 
these  factors  are  considered  by  the  SCAQMD  for  each  project  and  are  part  of  their 
determination  of  what  is  BACT  for  a given  installation. 

93.  Essentially  this  comment  is  correct,  since  the  project  area  is  under  the  administration  of 
the  SCAQMD  where  air  quality  regulations  are  already  the  most  stringent  in  the  country. 

94.  The  discussions  of  mitigation  efficiencies  are  included  in  the  introductory  review  of 
potential  mitigation  measures  in  the  air  quality  appendix  (Appendix  E,  pages  105-124). 
A summary  table  of  mitigation  efficiencies,  including  percentage  reduction  in  emissions 
for  each  criteria  pollutant,  is  included  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  (Attachment  5,  Table  34  of 
Appendix  M). 

95.  If  the  proposed  Rail-Cycle  (ATS&F  and  Waste  Management  proposal  near  Amboy)  were 
developed  concurrently,  it  is  not  expected  to  have  a significant  effect  on  operations  at 
Eagle  Mountain. 

96.  The  only  major  change  in  emissions  anticipated  as  a result  of  changes  in  the  composition 
of  the  waste  stream  is  the  reduction  in  overall  LFG  generation.  For  a variety  of  reasons 
explained  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  estimates  of  LFG  generation  are  quite  uncertain  under 
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the  best  of  circumstances.  Data  are  not  yet  available  to  allow  great  refinement  of  the 
LFG  generation  rates. 

97.  Based  on  scoping  discussions  with  agencies  during  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR, 
odor  was  not  identified  as  a major  issue.  It  has  been  raised  in  several  public  comments, 
however.  In  response  to  these  comments,  a discussion  of  odor  has  been  prepared  and  is 
provided  in  Attachment  1 of  these  responses.  Assuming  proper  maintenance  and 
cleaning  of  all  storage  and  transport  containers  and  equipment,  as  required  by  state 
regulations,  odor  is  not  expected  to  represent  a significant  impact. 

98.  The  secondary  criteria  of  a 3-dBA  increase  was  identified  because  this  is  the  minimum 
increase  in  noise  levels  that  is  discernible  by  people. 

99.  It  is  true  that  the  CNEL  may  not  be  the  ideal  descriptor  for  recurring  isolated  events,  but 
it  is  the  descriptor  most  universally  used  and  accepted  for  transportation  noise  and  the 
one  by  which  the  State  of  California  and  the  County  of  Riverside  judge  land  use 
compatibility.  For  these  reasons,  the  CNEL  was  used  as  the  primary  basis  for  determin- 
ing the  significance  of  impacts.  The  noise  study  does  recognize  that  there  are  many  other 
metrics  which  attempt  to  quantify  community  response  to  noise  (Sections  2.1  and  2.2  of 
the  technical  report  in  Appendix  H of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 

100.  The  comment  acknowledges  that  the  section  regarding  the  transfer  stations  was  intended 
to  be  informational  only. 

101.  The  rail  noise  analysis  assumed  conditions  that  were  consistent  with  the  current  opera- 
tions of  the  Southern  Pacific  line.  For  the  new  operations  on  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail 
line,  operating  assumptions  are  presented  on  pages  10-11  of  Appendix  H of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  For  Phase  I on  the  line  to  Eagle  Mountain,  train  operations  were  assumed  to 
occur  during  daytime  hours  only.  The  day/night  split  of  train  traffic  for  Phase  II  was 
assumed  to  be  nine  trains  during  the  day,  one  train  during  the  evening,  and  two  trains 
during  the  nighttime. 

102.  With  regard  to  train  noise,  it  should  be  noted  that  only  two  train  pass-bys  per  day  would 
occur  at  the  RTCF  because  this  line  would  only  be  used  during  the  first  phase  of 
operations,  and  it  is  anticipated  that  these  operations  would  be  during  the  daytime  only. 
Additionally,  a train  this  close  to  its  end  point  would  not  be  traveling  at  the  35  mph  speed 
which  was  used  in  the  calculations.  Although  a lower  speed  does  not  significantly  affect 
locomotive  noise,  it  does  lessen  car  wheel  noise.  Using  a maximum  peak  noise  level  to 
judge  significance,  as  referred  to  in  the  comment,  would  not  be  appropriate  in  this 
situation.  If  a descriptor  similar  in  nature  were  to  be  used,  a 10-minute  Leq  or  an  hourly 
Leq  would  be  more  appropriate.  Using  the  same  measured  train  pass-by  as  referred  to  in 
the  letter,  this  train  would  produce  a 10-minute  Leq  of  79  dBA  at  50  feet  from  the  track. 
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which  corresponds  to  an  exterior  10-minute  Leq  of  74-75  dB  A at  the  RTCF  and  an  hourly 
Leq  of  67  dBA  at  the  RTCF.  Interior  noise  levels  would  be  less  due  to  shielding  from 
the  walls.  These  levels  occurring  twice  per  day  during  the  daytime  would  not  be  a 
significant  noise  impact. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  other  existing  sensitive  receptors  are  much  farther  away  from 
the  railway  track  than  the  RTCF  and  would  be  exposed  to  lower  noise  levels  than  those 
stated  above.  For  example,  the  residences  at  the  MWD  pump  station  are  3,500  feet  from 
the  area  of  track  where  they  have  a line  of  sight  uninterrupted  by  hills.  Table  2 in 
Appendix  H indicates  that  the  existing  one-hour  Leq  values  in  this  vicinity  were  measured 
at  46  dBA.  Twelve  trains  per  day  at  this  distance  would  produce  noise  levels  of  about 
40  CNEL  based  on  Table  7 of  the  technical  report,  which  is  consistent  with  rural  areas. 
Assuming  that  a 10-minute  Leq  is  79  dBA  at  50  feet,  at  3,500  feet  the  10-minute  Leq 
would  be  50  dBA.  Twelve  events  per  day  of  50  dBA  Leq  occurring  for  ten  minutes  each 
in  an  area  where  the  existing  ambient  is  46  dBA  Leq  would  be  audible  but  would  not 
constitute  a noise  level  significantly  intrusive  on  people’s  activities. 

103.  The  40  train  passes  assumed  for  the  Southern  Pacific  railroad  existing  operations  are  an 
average  number  of  train  passes.  This  number  can  fluctuate  as  much  as  30  percent  based 
on  market  demand.  Because  the  number  of  trains  varies,  and  it  will  be  many  years  before 
the  project  develops  to  its  full  daily  capacity,  it  would  be  hard  to  distinguish  an  additional 
12  passes  occurring  per  day.  Cumulative  noise  impacts  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
on  pages  588  and  597. 

104.  The  mean  travel  speed  for  Interstate  10  was  assumed  to  be  55  mph,  as  stated  in  the 
appendix  to  the  technical  report.  Since  there  is  a grade  along  the  highway,  this  is  a 
reasonable  assumption  for  the  average  speed  over  the  length  of  I- 10  under  analysis.  The 
35  mph  speed  used  for  the  other  roadways  was  based  on  existing  conditions  determined 
by  the  acoustical  consultant  (Section  3.2  of  the  noise  technical  study  in  Appendix  H of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR).  The  speed  limit  of  35  mph  will  be  enforced. 

105.  The  technical  report  refers  to  residential  houses  100  feet  from  the  roadways.  This  applies 
to  Kaiser  Road,  not  Eagle  Mountain  Road.  Transport  trucks  would  use  Eagle  Mountain 
Road  and  its  extension  exclusively. 

With  respect  to  truck  traffic  along  Eagle  Mountain  Road  and  the  Eagle  Mountain  Road 
Extension,  several  points  are  important: 

a.  There  are  no  residences  along  Eagle  Mountain  Road,  other  than  the  residences  at  the 
Eagle  Mountain  pump  station  owned  by  MWD. 
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b.  Where  the  residences  at  the  pump  station  have  a line  of  sight  uninterrupted  by 
topography,  they  are  3,500  feet  from  Eagle  Mountain  Road. 

c.  As  shown  in  Figure  3 of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  vast  majority  of  land  adjacent  to  Eagle 
Mountain  Road  is  owned  by  the  federal  government  and  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  BLM. 

A heavy  truck  traveling  at  35  mph  along  Eagle  Mountain  Road  would  produce  a noise 
level  of  80  dBA  at  50  feet.  At  3,500  feet,  using  an  attenuation  rate  of  5 dBA  for  every 
doubling  of  distance  plus  3 dBA  for  atmospheric  absorption,  the  exterior  noise  level 
produced  by  the  truck  would  be  46  dBA.  Existing  daytime  average  hourly  noise  levels 
in  the  vicinity  of  this  area  were  measured  at  46  dBA  Leq.  Interior  noise  levels  would  be 
less  due  to  attenuation  by  the  buildings.  It  is  not  likely  that  the  noise  level  of  46  dBA 
produced  by  a truck  pass-by  would  significantly  impact  the  residences  at  the  MWD 
pumping  station  either  during  the  daytime  or  during  the  nighttime. 

Because  the  majority  of  the  lands  surrounding  Eagle  Mountain  Road  are  not  privately 
owned,  it  is  not  likely  that  new  residences  would  be  built  in  the  near  future.  However, 
if  residences  are  proposed  at  some  time,  the  anticipated  future  noise  levels  of  less  than 
60  CNEL  at  the  edge  of  Eagle  Mountain  Road  would  not  preclude  development  from 
occurring  based  on  the  residential  land  use  compatibility  criteria  of  65  CNEL  established 
by  the  County  of  Riverside. 

Finally,  MRC  has  proposed  to  limit  truck  traffic  to  one  half  of  what  was  originally 
proposed  and  to  eliminate  all  truck  traffic  (except  that  serving  the  desert  area)  within 
three  years.  The  speed  limit  of  35  mph  will  be  enforced. 

106.  The  CNEL  metric  was  used  for  evaluating  transportation  noise,  in  accordance  with 
County  policy.  The  criteria  used  to  evaluate  landfill  operation  impacts  was  a limit  of  75 
dBA  Lmax.  In  the  absence  of  specific  criteria  from  the  County  of  Riverside,  the  maximum 
construction  noise  level  limit  of  75  dBA  promulgated  in  Orange,  San  Bernardino,  and 
San  Diego  counties  was  used. 

107.  As  commented,  it  would  have  been  more  correct  to  use  the  mid-range  values  shown  in 
Figure  98  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  but  the  use  of  these  mid-range  values  would  not  result  in 
different  total  noise  levels  being  assumed  for  each  grouping  of  equipment  shown  in  Table 
49  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  worst-case  operational  noise  levels  were  used  in  this 
situation  to  be  conservative  and  because  it  is  impossible  to  predict  the  distribution  and 
location  of  equipment  on  the  site  at  any  given  time  and  which  equipment  would  be 
operating. 
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108.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  clearly  states  on  pages  555  and  556  the  conservative  nature  of  the 
assumptions  made  and  their  effect  on  the  results  and  conclusions.  The  text  states  that 
the  noise  contours  of  Figure  99  assume  a single  point  noise  source  at  the  landfill  boundary, 
but  that  under  a more  realistic  situation,  the  noise  source  would  be  spread  throughout  the 
landfill  area.  The  dispersal  of  the  equipment  would  dissipate  noise  levels  and  they  would 
be  lower  than  those  used  in  the  analysis.  The  text  also  states  that  earth-moving  operations 
at  the  project  site  would  mostly  take  place  inside  a landfill  pit  which  would  provide 
shielding  for  the  noise.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  then  concludes  that  the  noise  exposure  at  the 
closest  residential  area  “would  be  considerably  less  than  the  calculation  from  the 
worst-case  scenario.” 

109.  The  landfill  operations  would  be  limited  to  the  daytime  hours  and  only  the  container 
handling  yard  would  operate  on  a 24-hour  basis.  During  the  nighttime,  the  yard  would 
only  load  or  unload  containers  and  perform  maintenance  activities. 

110.  Midsummer  construction  in  a desert  environment  can  be  expected  to  occur  in  the  early 
morning  hours  or  at  night.  Construction  operations  within  1,000  feet  of  sensitive 
receptors,  however,  will  be  limited  to  daytime  hours  only. 

111.  Section  II.A.5.C  and  III.F.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  Appendix  B (page  23)  describe  the 
existing  drainage  patterns  and  initial  concepts  for  drainage  facilities  proposed  for  the 
project.  An  updated  drainage  report  has  been  prepared  which  amplifies  these  initial 
drainage  concepts.  The  additional  study  provides  detailed  descriptions  and  calculations 
for  the  proposed  facilities  in  both  the  interim  and  ultimate  phases  of  development.  The 
supplemental  report  is  in  agreement  with  the  objectives  stated  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

The  updated  drainage  report  provides  clarification  of  the  separation  and  handling  of  the 
following  classifications  of  drainage:  natural  drainage  originating  in  Eagle  Creek  and 
Bald  Eagle  Creek;  off-site  drainage  originating  above  the  proposed  landfill  site;  drainage 
runoff  from  both  active  and  ultimate  landfill  areas;  and  drainage  runoff  from  container 
handling  and  other  operational  areas. 

Detailed  drainage  analysis  takes  into  account  the  hydrological  aspects  of  premining, 
postmining,  interim  drainage,  and  ultimate  drainage  conditions.  Because  of  the  long  life 
of  the  proposed  project  and  the  considerable  area  involved,  the  drainage  plan  will 
incorporate  several  interim  stages  of  drainage  development.  Interim  drainage  patterns 
will  be  designed  to  avoid  impacting  active  landfill  operations.  The  ultimate  drainage 
concept  will  incorporate  final  topographic  and  hydrological  characteristics  of  the  com- 
plete project. 

Throughout  the  development  process,  several  key  drainage  objectives  will  be  maintained; 
utilization  of  existing  drainage  systems;  runoff  protection  for  active  landfill  areas; 
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minimization  of  erosion;  and  protection  of  life  and  property.  All  hydrology  and  hydraulic 
design  is  provided  in  accordance  with  the  criteria  and  standards  of  the  Riverside  County 
Flood  Control  District  and  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board.  Velocities  of 
flow,  flow  capacities,  free  board,  erosive  action,  and  other  criteria  will  be  considered  in 
the  final  design  and  sizing  of  all  drainage  facilities.  All  grading  associated  with 
development  of  the  landfill  site  will  be  accomplished  in  accordance  with  County  grading 
ordinances. 

The  hydrology  and  hydraulic  calculations  describing  the  revised  drainage  plan  are  found 
in  Appendix  L of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

112.  Mitigation  measures  are  described  in  the  drainage  report  (see  Appendix  L of  the  final 
EIS/EIR). 

113.  The  updated  drainage  report  includes  a revised  drainage  plan  for  the  Eagle  Mountain 
project  (see  Appendix  L of  the  final  EIS/EIR).  Calculations  and  methods  of  calculation 
are  provided  in  the  drainage  report.  All  hydrology  calculations  and  design  of  drainage 
facilities  will  be  provided  in  accordance  with  the  criteria  and  standards  of  the  Riverside 
County  Flood  Control  District  and  the  RWQCB.  The  methods  used  to  develop  the 
estimated  flows  include  flow  velocities,  capacities,  free  board,  erosive  action,  and  other 
standard  criteria. 

114.  Calculations  for  both  interim  and  ultimate  drainage  conditions  have  been  prepared.  The 
relative  size  and  capacities  of  proposed  facilities  are  described  in  the  revised  drainage 
report  (Appendix  L).  Interim  drainage,  in  all  cases,  will  be  routed  away  from  the  landfill 
sites  so  as  not  to  impact  active  landfill  operations.  Protection  of  both  on-site  and  off-site 
properties  will  be  provided. 

115.  Historically,  original  flows  from  the  project  site  were  discharged  to  the  southeast  over  a 
broad  alluvial  fan.  During  mining  operations,  much  of  the  site  drainage  was  diverted 
into  the  East  Pit.  Design  of  ultimate  drainage  facilities  will  be  based  on  the  final 
topographical  and  hydrological  characteristics  of  the  completed  project  site.  A discus- 
sion regarding  interim  and  ultimate  drainage  patterns  has  been  provided  in  the  drainage 
report  (Appendix  L).  The  East  Pit  will  be  used  as  part  of  the  interim  drainage  plan.  Initial 
on-site  runoff  and  ultimate  drainage  will  utilize  the  existing  drainageway  parallel  to 
Kaiser  Road. 

116.  Diversion  of  off-site  runoff  away  from  active  landfill  areas  is  a key  element  of  the 
proposed  drainage  concept.  Drainage  originating  from  areas  above  the  landfill  site  and 
operational  areas  will  be  collected  in  open  channels  and/or  pipes  and  diverted  into  Eagle 
Creek  or  other  conveyance  channels.  While  the  topography  is  steep,  it  is  possible  to 
design  facilities  to  intercept  the  flow,  minimize  velocities,  and  prevent  runoff  from 
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reaching  the  operating  landfill  areas.  The  description  of  proposed  facilities  is  provided 
in  the  drainage  report  (Appendix  L). 

1 17.  The  proposed  landfill  would  be  a Class  in  nonhazardous  municipal  solid  waste  facility 
and  as  such  would  only  accept  nonhazardous  solid  wastes  and  inert  wastes.  In  the  event 
that  hazardous  materials  illegally  enter  the  waste  stream,  the  transfer  stations  would 
provide  methods  to  detect,  collect,  temporarily  store,  and  transport  the  unacceptable 
material  to  a licensed  hazardous  waste  facility.  Details  of  the  screening  process  at  a 
typical  transfer  station  are  provided  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  48-49  and  331-332).  The 
process  involves  the  sorting  and  removal  of  hazardous  materials  including  liquid  waste, 
hazardous  waste,  sewage  sludge,  incineration  ash,  radioactive  waste,  and  biological  or 
infectious  waste  from  the  waste  spread  on  the  tipping  floor.  Any  hazardous  waste 
recovered  would  be  set  aside  for  special  handling  in  accordance  with  procedures 
established  in  the  solid  waste  facilities  permit  which  governs  the  operation  of  these 
facilities.  Random  inspections  of  the  solid  waste  entering  the  landfill  will  be  conducted 
by  the  Local  Enforcement  Agency  to  ensure  that  the  screening  procedures  for  hazardous 
materials  performed  at  the  transfer  stations  are  adequately  executed. 

118.  At  the  levels  that  methane,  carbon  dioxide,  and  nitrogen  would  be  emitted  at  the  landfill, 
they  are  considered  nontoxic.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  the  explosive  capabilities  of 
methane  and  discusses  measures  to  mitigate  against  gas  migration. 

1 19.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  assumes  that  80  percent  of  the  gas  generated  at  the  landfill  would  be 
recoverable  and  most  of  the  remaining  20  percent  would  migrate  to  the  air  through 
intermediate  cover  soils  and  fill  side  slopes.  A discussion  of  the  effects  of  unrecovered 
landfill  gas  on  workers  at  the  site  is  provided  under  the  Landfill  Gas  and  Landfill  Gas 
Condensate  heading  of  the  Public  Health  and  Safety  section  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pp. 
337-338).  To  prevent  worker  overexposure,  permanent  subsurface  LFG  monitoring 
wells  or  detectors/alarms  will  be  placed  near  structures  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the 
East  Pit,  including  those  structures  proposed  as  maintenance  and  container  handling 
offices.  The  revised  health  risk  assessment  for  the  project  is  included  in  Appendix  M, 
Attachment  9,  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

120.  The  personnel  responsible  for  ensuring  worker  safety  and  health  would  be  qualified  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  Local  Enforcement  Agency. 

121.  During  mining  operations,  iron  ore  mineral  processing  procedures  were  performed  by 
using  gravity  or  magnetic  separation  techniques.  No  chemicals  or  other  additives  were 
used  during  processing.  The  fine  tailing  has  been  subjected  to  the  EPA  toxicity 
characteristic  leaching  procedure  (TCLP)  test  and  found  to  contain  no  compounds  that 
are  solubilized  to  action  levels  during  this  test. 
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122.  The  agency  which  regulates  health  and  safety  at  the  workplace  in  the  state  of  California 
is  CAL  OSHA.  Title  8,  Subchapter  7,  of  CAL  OSHA  (General  Industry  Safety  Orders) 
requires  that  all  employers  provide  a healthy  and  safe  environment  for  the  employees.  It 
is  believed  that  compliance  with  these  orders  would  provide  a safe  environment,  which 
is  a fundamental  prerequisite  in  controlling  injuries. 

123.  The  EIS/EIR  will  be  revised  to  reflect  first  aid  training  as  a component  of  the  emergency 
medical  response. 

124.  The  designated  safety  coordinator  will  monitor  activities  at  the  landfill  to  ensure  that 
health  and  safety  regulations  are  not  violated.  County  health  department  inspectors 
would  visit  the  landfill  on  a regular  basis  to  ensure  safe  operating  conditions.  The  overall 
conclusion  is  that  if  all  applicable  rules  and  regulations  are  complied  with,  even  if  the 
rules  and  regulations  do  not  in  themselves  prevent  occupational  injuries,  compliance  will 
provide  the  healthy  working  environment  which  is  a fundamental  prerequisite  in  control- 
ling injuries. 

125.  Truck  and  rail  accidents  were  an  issue  of  strong  concern  identified  during  the  scoping 
meetings.  This  issue  is  addressed  in  the  Public  Safety  section  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
because  the  discussion  focuses  on  the  impacts  to  public  safety  resulting  from  accidents 
involving  vehicles  transporting  solid  waste. 

126.  Gas  monitoring  at  the  perimeter  of  the  landfill  and  in  the  community  is  discussed  in  the 
Landfill  Gas  and  Landfill  Gas  Condensate  section  of  Public  Health  and  Safety  (page  337 
of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  Although  structures  in  the  town  of  Eagle  Mountain  would  not  be 
affected  by  LFG  migration  due  to  their  distance  from  the  refuse  mass  and  implementation 
of  control  measures  stated  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  routine  subsurface  monitoring  is 
recommended  for  the  townsite.  Landfill  gas  monitoring  would  be  conducted  in  compli- 
ance with  the  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District  Rule  1 150. 1 (c)(3)  and  (4). 
Since  there  are  several  hundred  buildings  in  the  town,  it  would  be  impractical  to  install 
test  wells  near  every  structure.  A network  of  five  to  six  monitoring  wells  would  be  placed 
on  approximate  1,000-foot  centers  in  soils  along  the  northern  town  perimeter.  The  wells 
will  be  constructed  to  allow  monitoring  to  a depth  of  20  feet  below  grade.  Monitoring 
well  sampling  frequencies  would  initially  be  once  per  month,  or  subsequently  greater 
intervals  that  may  be  specified  by  the  SCAQMD. 

127.  The  monitoring  wells  to  be  placed  in  the  community  of  Eagle  Mountain  are  discussed  on 
page  337  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  Landfill  Gas  and  Landfill  Gas  Condensate  section. 

128.  The  reactivation  and  full  funding  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  fire  station  is  currently  a 
condition  of  approval  between  the  County  and  Management  Training  Corporation 
(MTC)  for  the  retum-to-custody  facility  expansion.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  532)  states 
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that  full  funding  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  fire  station  (2  persons,  24  hours  per  day,  7 days 
per  week)  would  not  provide  adequate  fire  protection  for  the  area  once  the  proposed 
landfill  is  operating.  It  is  expected  that  additional  personnel  and  equipment  would  be 
required  above  what  will  be  provided  by  the  County  through  the  agreement  with  MTC. 
Fire  personnel  will  receive  additional  training  in  the  hazards  associated  with  landfill 
operations  to  an  emergency  medical  services  (EMS)  level  of  training  required  by  the 
Riverside  County  Fire  Department.  The  proponents  of  the  project  will  be  expected  to 
provide  their  fair  share  of  these  operating  costs.  The  project  proponent  would  be  required 
to  prepare  a Fire/Life  Safety  and  Emergency  Response  Plan  and  a service  agreement  with 
the  Riverside  County  Fire  Department. 

1 29.  Title  8,  Chapter  3.2  (California  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Regulations),  Subchapter 
7,  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations,  as  part  of  the  General  Industry  Safety  Orders 
(Section  3203),  would  regulate  worker  safety  at  the  site.  Additionally,  the  proposed 
project  must  implement  an  injury  prevention  program  in  accordance  with  state  Senate 
Bill  198.  Project  conformance  would  require  the  implementation  and  maintenance  of  an 
effective  injury  prevention  program  which  must  include  the  following: 

a.  Identify  the  person  or  persons  with  responsibility  for  implementing  the  program. 

b.  Include  a system  for  ensuring  that  employees  comply  with  safe  and  healthy  work 
practices. 

c.  Include  a system  for  communicating  with  employees  in  a form  readily  understand- 
able by  all  affected  employees  on  matters  relating  to  occupational  safety  and  health, 
including  provisions  designed  to  encourage  employees  to  inform  the  employer  of 
hazards  at  the  work  site  without  fear  of  reprisal. 

d.  Include  procedures  for  identifying  and  evaluating  workplace  hazards  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  Local  Enforcement  Agency. 

Workers  associated  with  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  would  not  be  exposed  to  the  type 
of  hazardous  materials  which  require  implementation  of  a medical  surveillance  program 
at  the  workplace.  Neither  the  Riverside  County  Department  of  Health  nor  CAL  OSHA 
have  regulations  requiring  periodic  medical  exams  for  workers  at  a Class  III  landfill. 

130.  The  word  “hygiene,”  which  appears  in  the  last  sentence  of  the  fifth  paragraph  on  page 
348  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  should  read  “safety.” 
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DOCUMENT  0002  Letter  from  California  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 
(Region  7),  September  13, 1991 

1 . This  comment  is  correct.  The  letter  from  the  California  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 
Board  referred  to  in  this  comment  was  omitted  from  Volume  I,  Appendix  A of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  (Notice  of  Preparation,  Materials,  & List  of  Persons  Receiving  Draft  EIS/EIR). 
This  letter  follows  as  Exhibit  1 . 

2.  The  coarse  tailing  found  on-site  may  be  used  as  protective  soil  cover  material.  It  shall 
consist  of  the  following  characteristics: 

a.  Coarse  tailing  or  screened  overburden  that  is  approved  by  the  engineer,  meeting  all 
the  requirements  of  Section  17225. 16  of  Chapter  3 of  Title  14  of  the  California  Code 
of  Regulations. 

b.  It  shall  be  free  of  all  cobbles  or  soil  clods  larger  than  four  inches  in  maximum 
dimension. 

c.  It  shall  be  free  of  excessive  gypsum,  ferrous  or  calcareous  concentrations  and 
nodules,  refuse,  roots,  or  other  deleterious  substances. 

3.  A discussion  of  the  quantity,  sources,  and  method  of  handling  of  LFG  may  be  found  on 
pages  376-377  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  LFG  condensate  is  discussed  on  pages  334-338. 
Preliminary  estimates  indicate  that  little  LFG  and  condensate  will  be  generated  over  the 
life  of  the  landfill  due  to  the  very  low  moisture  content  of  the  incoming  Class  III  municipal 
solid  waste,  arid  desert  climate,  and  a net  moisture  loss  due  to  landfill  gas  generation. 
See  Response  0001-54.  Much  of  the  knowledge  for  Class  III  municipal  solid  waste  with 
low  moisture  content  will  be  developed  while  working  with  this  landfill.  This  work  is 
ongoing  and  will  be  part  of  the  RWQCB  permitting  process. 

4.  As  suggested  by  this  comment,  a composite  liner  will  be  installed  over  all  portions  of  the 
landfill.  See  Responses  0001-3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  10,  11,  12,  13,  15,  16,  20,  21,  22,  23,  and 
24  for  a discussion  of  the  liner  characteristics  and  design  and  installation  procedures.  A 
discussion  of  the  liner  design  and  a figure  illustrating  a conceptual  liner  design  are 
contained  in  Section  II.B.l  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

5.  Provision  of  the  additional  detail  requested  by  this  comment  does  not  alter  any  of  the 
conclusions  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Nevertheless,  a description  of  the  proposed  monitoring 
program  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  project  is  provided  below.  The  monitoring 
program  has  been  designed  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  recently  revised 
Title  23,  Chapter  15,  Article  5,  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  to  provide  for 
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tTATl  OF  CAUKXNU  

CALIFORNIA  REGIONAL  WATER  QUALITY  CONTROL  BOARD 
COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  • REGION  7 

73-271  HIGHWAY  111,  SUITE  21 
PALM  DESERT,  CALIFORNIA  92260 
Pfvoo*i  (619)  346-7 491 

September  11,  1989 


OtCAOi  OtlKWttAH.  flb 


County  of  Riverside 
Planning  Department 
4080  Lemon  Street,  Ninth  Floor 
Riverside,  CA  92501 

Attn:  David  Mares,  Project  Planner 

RE:  Agency  Notice  of  Preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR), 

Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  Class  III  Landfill,  Eagle  Mountain 


The  subject  notice  of  preparation  (NOP)  of  the  EIR  for  the  proposed  Class  III 
waste  management  facility  at  Eagle  Mountain  was  received  in  this  office.  The 
following  environmental  information  should  be  included  in  the  EIR: 

1.  The  analysis  of  the  impact  of  the  project  on  the  geology  of  the 
site  should  include  a discussion  of  the  site  geologic  setting, 
stratigraphy,  seismicity,  surficial  soils,  erosion  and  slope 
stability. 

2.  The  analysis  of  the  impact  of  the  project  on  the  hydrologic 
setting  of  the* site  should  include  a detailed  discussion  of  the 
surface  and  ground  water  quality  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site. 

3.  An  analysis  of  the  impact  of  the  project  on  the  unsaturated  zone 
underneath  the  site  should  be  conducted. 

4.  A discussion  of  the  mitigation  measures  to  be  implemented  to 
mitigate  the  potential  impacts  of  the  project  on  the  site 
characteristics  stated  in  items  1,  2,  and  3 should  follow  these 
items  in  the  EIR. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  the  subject  matter,  please  contact  Adnan 
Abdalla  at  619-346-7491. 


GRUENBERG 
Executive  Officer 


AA/sa  / 

cc:  Mark  B.  Beizer,  SCS  Engineers 
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sufficient  sampling  for  qualitative  analysis  and  assurance  of  the  earliest  possible  detection 
of  a release  from  the  waste  management  unit  (WMU). 

Due  to  the  large  scale  of  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  project,  the  detection 
monitoring  program  (DMP)  is  designed  to  be  implemented  in  phases  concurrent  with 
landfill  operations.  The  phased  implementation  allows  the  DMP  to  meet  Article  5 
requirements  for  each  phase  of  landfill  operations  as  well  as  for  the  total  landfill  area. 

Groundwater  detection  monitoring  wells  will  be  installed  at  the  perimeter  of  each  phase 
of  landfill  operations.  As  site  operations  progress,  detection  monitoring  wells  in  areas 
of  infilling  will  be  abandoned  and  replaced  at  the  new  perimeter  of  landfill  operations. 
Ultimately,  monitoring  wells  will  exist  at  the  perimeter  of  the  entire  landfill.  In  this  way. 
Article  5 requirements  for  detection  monitoring  will  be  fulfilled  for  each  phase  as  well 
as  for  the  landfill  as  a whole. 

The  detection  wells  will  be  placed  in  fracture  zones,  which  are  most  likely  to  be  impacted 
by  a release  from  the  WMU.  The  number  of  wells  and  their  location  within  these  zones 
will  assure  the  detection  of  a release  from  the  WMU  at  the  earliest  possible  point  and 
will  be  sufficient  to  meet  Article  5 requirements. 

When  present,  surface  waters  at  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  will  be  monitored. 
A release  from  the  WMU  is  not  expected  to  impact  surface  water  due  to  drainage  controls, 
which  are  to  be  installed  at  the  site,  and  the  lack  of  a gradient  or  pathway  for  leachate 
migration. 

The  foundation  and  monitoring  layer  underlying  the  bottom  liner  will  create  a monitor- 
able  vadose  zone  for  the  site.  The  location  of  the  foundation  and  monitoring  layer  best 
assures  the  earliest  possible  detection  of  a release  from  the  WMU  to  the  vadose  zone. 

Soil  pore-liquid  in  the  vadose  zone  will  be  monitored  and  sampled  with  lysimeters  located 
in  a trench  within  the  foundation  and  monitoring  layer  of  the  bottom  liner  system. 

Detection  monitoring  wells  and  lysimeters  will  be  installed  according  to  Article  5 
requirements. 

Sampling  of  groundwater,  surface  water,  and  the  vadose  zone  will  be  done  according  to 
a field  sampling  plan  (FSP).  All  detection  monitoring  sampling  will  meet  Article  5 
requirements.  The  FSP  includes  procedures  for  equipment  decontamination;  sample 
collection,  preservation,  and  storage;  container  labeling,  sealing,  and  shipping;  documen- 
tation; and  chain  of  custody.  Analytical  methods  and  laboratory  internal  statistical 
procedures  are  also  discussed  in  the  FSP,  which  will  be  program-specific  to  the  proposed 
Eagle  Mountain  landfill. 
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Quality  assurance  for  the  groundwater,  surface  water,  and  vadose  zone  detection  moni- 
toring program  will  be  conducted  according  to  a quality  assurance  project  plan  (QAPP). 
The  QAPP  addresses  the  field,  sampling,  and  laboratory  procedures  to  ensure  the 
precision,  accuracy,  representativeness,  comparability,  and  completeness  of  all  data 
generated  during  detection  monitoring  activities.  The  policies,  objectives,  functional 
activities,  and  specific  quality  assurance/quality  control  activities  designed  to  achieve 
the  data  quality  goals  are  specified.  The  QAPP  provides  the  quality  assurance  require- 
ments for  data  handling  and  manipulation  during  all  phases  of  the  project.  The  plan  is 
intended  to  guide  the  field,  laboratory,  and  management  personnel  in  all  aspects  of  field 
investigation,  data  collection,  management,  and  control.  The  QAPP  is  program-specific 
to  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  landfill. 

Analyses  of  samples  from  the  groundwater  monitoring  wells,  lysimeters,  and  surface 
water  will  be  used  to  establish  the  water  quality  protection  standards  (WQPS)  for  the  site. 
California  Code  of  Regulations,  Title  23,  Chapter  15,  states  that  WQPS  should  be 
calculated  using  water  quality  analyses  conducted  over  a one-year  period.  The  three 
media  will  be  sampled  quarterly  for  a period  of  one  year  before  establishing  WQPS. 

T o calculate  the  W QPS  for  the  parameters  other  than  EP A 60 1 and  602  constituents,  the 
statistical  method  known  as  the  Gaussian  tolerance  interval  test  (see  Engineering  Statis- 
tics, by  A.  H.  Bowker  and  G.  J.  Lieberman,  Prentice-Hall,  1965)  will  be  used.  This 
method  is  consistent  with  the  proposed  23  CCR  2550.7(c)  of  Chapter  15,  dated  June  15, 
1990.  The  Gaussian  tolerance  interval  will  be  used  to  estimate  the  highest  likely  value 
of  an  observation  from  a specific  population,  based  on  the  background  data.  Concentra- 
tions that  exceed  the  interval  can  be  regarded  as  representing  significant  changes  in  water 
quality. 

For  water  quality  data  that  is  not  normally  distributed,  a one-way  parametric  analysis  of 
variance  will  be  conducted.  This  procedure  is  called  the  Krustal-Wallis  test.  This 
procedure  is  appropriate  for  comparisons  when  the  data,  or  the  residuals  from  a paramet- 
ric ANOVA  computer  program,  have  been  found  to  be  significantly  different  from 
normal  or  when  a lot  transformation  fails  to  adequately  normalize  the  data.  This 
procedure  will  be  conducted  if  the  coefficient  of  variation  is  greater  than  1. 

For  organic  compounds  which  have  no  natural  occurrence  and.  therefore,  no  background 
values,  the  WQPS  will  be  determined  in  accordance  with  the  California  Code  of 
Regulations  (Title  23,  Article  5.  Chapter  15)  and  the  approval  of  the  RWQCB. 

6.  The  comment  is  correct  about  the  primary  mechanism  of  landfill  leachate  transportation 
being  through  the  vapor  phase  in  contrast  to  the  liquid  phase  under  unusually  dry 
conditions.  This  water  vapor  will  be  extracted  from  the  landfill  by  the  LFG  collection 
system.  LFG  production  and  collection  are  discussed  in  greater  detail  in  Response 
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0001-54  above.  The  various  changes  to  the  containment  system  are  included  in  Section 
II.B.l  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

7.  Additional  investigation  has  shown  that  the  water  in  the  East  Pit  was  groundwater.  This 
water  has  now  dropped  below  the  bottom  of  the  pit.  There  currently  is  not  enough 
recharge  from  all  possible  sources,  which  includes  the  water  in  the  stockpile  material, 
leaking  pipes,  and  natural  runoff,  to  maintain  earlier  water  elevations  in  the  pit. 

8.  A discussion  of  the  hazardous  waste  handling  process  is  provided  on  pages  39-40  and 
331  -333  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  additional  detail  requested  in  this  comment  is  provided 
below.  Load-checking  of  incoming  refuse  would  occur  at  the  transfer  station  and  MRFs 
to  remove  hazardous  materials.  Each  transfer  station  and  MRF  would  initiate  its  own 
load-checking  program  as  required  under  the  facility  permit  and  is  not  part  of  the 
proposed  project.  However,  as  part  of  the  proposed  project,  MRC  would  institute  a 
periodic  inspection  program  at  the  landfill  to  monitor  the  continued  compliance  and 
effectiveness  of  the  load-checking  programs.  Compliance  with  the  standards  of  removal 
will  be  enforced  by  on-site  inspectors  directed  by  and  with  the  authority  of  the  LEA 
(County  of  Riverside  Department  of  Health). 

As  part  of  the  random  inspection  process  at  the  landfill,  the  LEA  will  designate  specific 
containers  as  loads  for  inspection.  These  will  be  diverted  to  the  on-site  waste  inspection 
facility  for  thorough  inspection.  The  origin  of  loads  found  not  to  be  in  compliance  will 
be  noted  and  appropriate  action  taken.  In  the  event  that  hazardous  or  other  unacceptable 
materials  are  identified  during  the  random  inspection  at  the  landfill,  they  will  be  removed 
from  the  site  by  properly  licensed  personnel.  The  responsible  party  will  be  notified  that 
the  wastes  were  illegally  deposited  at  the  site  and  will  be  charged  for  the  disposal  costs 
incurred.  All  incidents  will  be  reported  to  the  Colorado  River  Basin  RWQCB  at  Palm 
Desert  and  the  Riverside  County  Department  of  Health. 

An  on-site  Eagle  Mountain  waste  screening/inspection  facility  will  provide  a MRF-type 
screening  process  where  virtually  all  hazardous  materials/ wastes  are  physically  removed 
from  “local  waste.”  “Local  waste”  includes  waste  from  only  the  communities  of  Desert 
Center,  Lake  Tamarisk,  and  Eagle  Mountain.  This  facility  will  not  be  expanded  and  is 
subject  to  spot  checking  by  the  LEA. 

Hazardous  wastes  derived  at  the  landfill  (e.g.,  paints,  fuel  oil,  and  solvents  from 
maintenance  activities;  the  organic  phases  from  leachate  or  landfill  gas  condensate;  and 
small  quantities  of  hazardous  materials  recovered  from  the  on-site  waste  inspection 
facility)  will  be  segregated  and  containerized  as  required  by  regulations  and  temporarily 
stored  on-site.  These  wastes  will  be  periodically  removed  from  the  site  to  a licensed 
hazardous  waste  facility  by  a licensed  hazardous  waste  carrier  under  manifest  as  required 
by  state  and  federal  law. 
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9.  The  location  and  frequency  of  accidents  is  difficult  to  predict.  Emergency  response  and 
clean-up  will  be  handled  in  accordance  with  current  plans  prepared  in  accordance  with 
state  regulations.  As  required  by  the  State  Health  and  Safety  Code  (Div.  20,  Ch.  6.95), 
Southern  Pacific’s  Emergency  Response  Plan  is  presently  on  file  with  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  and  Counties  of  Riverside  and  San  Bernardino.  See  Response  0026-3  for 
more  details  of  this  requirement. 

10.  See  Responses  0001-111,  112,  113,  114,  115,  and  116  above.  Interim  drainage  plans  as 
well  as  landfill  operational  plans,  in  accordance  with  state  regulations,  provide  for  the 
separate  collection  of  rain  which  falls  directly  on  working  landfill  sites  and  mixes  with 
waste  material.  Drainage  from  these  areas  will  not  be  mixed  with  natural  “clean”  runoff 
but  rather  directed  into  storm  water  detention  facilities.  The  water  will  then  be  treated 
to  remove  possible  contaminates.  Waste  oil  in  runoff  will  be  separated  and/or  treated  by 
preengineered  treatment  facilities  immediately  adjacent  to  the  detention  areas.  In  accor- 
dance with  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  standards,  all 
potentially  hazardous  discharges  will  be  tested  and  monitored.  Discharged  waters  will 
be  tested  and  monitored  in  accordance  with  both  federal  and  state  regulations,  including 
Section  402(p)  of  the  federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  as  administered  by  the  Regional 
Water  Quality  Control  Board,  and,  if  acceptable,  used  for  dust  control.  Material  removed 
through  the  treatment  process  will  be  placed  in  tank  trucks  and  properly  disposed  of  at 
approved  off-site  disposal  sites.  The  updated  drainage  report  is  contained  in  Appendix 
L of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

11.  Figure  64  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  a generalized  fault  map.  Many  more  detailed  maps 
exist,  most  notably  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  Fault  Map  and  also 
their  Salton  Sea  Geologic  Map  of  California.  The  fault  evaluation  report  dated  Septem- 
ber 12,  1991  was  prepared  by  Dr.  Richard  Proctor  for  the  site  and  includes  copies  of  fault 
and  seismicity  maps  for  the  site  in  addition  to  the  one  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  This  report 
is  incorporated  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  by  reference  and  can  be  reviewed  at  the  County  of 
Riverside  Planning  Department.  See  Response  0001-21. 

12.  See  Responses  0001-21  and  0002-11. 

13a.  The  comment  is  incorrect.  The  geologic  and  hydrogeologic  information  used  in  the 
preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  was  referenced  and  summarized  in  Section  III  (pages 
111-137;  see  also  Section  I,  pages  244-257).  In  connection  with  the  Report  of  Waste 
Discharge  (ROWD),  additional  wells  have  been  drilled  since  the  initial  publication  of 
the  draft.  This  ROWD  permit  information  can  be  used  to  illustrate  a groundwater 
elevation  contour  map  that  shows  depth  to  groundwater,  direction,  and  hydraulic  gradient 
beneath  the  landfill  footprint.  An  illustration  of  a groundwater  elevation  map  is  provided 
in  revised  Figure  48.  This  data  will  be  used  by  the  RWQCB  in  connection  with  its  permit 
review  and  approval  of  the  facility  groundwater  detection  monitoring  system,  required 
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by  this  EIS/EIR  as  a mitigation  measure  for  potential  impacts  to  groundwater  (draft 
EIS/EIR,  pages  322-323)  and  required  by  regulations  in  Article  5,  Chapter  15,  Title  23, 
of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations.  See  also  Response  0002-5. 

13b.  Data  referenced  above  (13a)  confirm  that  there  appears  to  be  a single,  distinct  water  table 
in  the  fractured  bedrock  that  is  50  to  1400  feet  beneath  the  lowest  elevation  where  waste 
will  be  placed.  No  areas  of  perched  groundwater  were  encountered.  This  indicates  that 
the  fractured  bedrock  allows  movement  of  water  down  to  the  water  table.  Therefore,  the 
comprehensive  monitoring  of  this  water  beneath  and  adjacent  to  the  landfill  is  possible. 
The  earliest  possible  detection  of  a release  into  the  unsaturated  zone  will  be  conducted 
through  the  monitoring  of  the  foundation  layer  immediately  beneath  the  liner  system. 
For  a description  of  the  monitoring  program,  see  Response  0002-5. 

1 4.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  nor  would 
the  requested  information  change  any  of  the  conclusions  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The 
suggested  approach  to  subsequent  investigations  to  design  the  exact  location  of  each 
monitoring  well  have  been  followed  in  the  GWWP. 

15.  Video  logging  is  being  used,  and,  as  suggested,  continuous  core  sampling  is  being 
completed.  Core  recovery  has  been  very  successful. 

16.  Work  characterizing  the  hydraulic  interconnectedness  of  the  fracture  system  has  occurred. 

17.  The  requested  information  would  not  change  any  of  the  conclusions  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

18.  The  suggestions  in  this  comment  have  been  incorporated  into  the  well  drilling  program. 
However,  the  requested  information  would  not  change  any  of  the  conclusions  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR. 

19.  Packer  tests  have  been  completed  in  the  new  wells  that  have  been  installed  at  the  site. 
This  additional  information  will  not  change  the  conclusions  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

20.  The  data  collection  by  the  groundwater  wells  will  determine  if  tracer  studies  would 
provide  any  additional  information  regarding  the  movement  of  groundwater.  However, 
it  should  be  noted  that  the  requested  information  would  not  change  any  of  the  conclusions 
of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

21.  Adequate  hydrogeological  information  can  be  provided  to  the  RWQCB  for  the  entire 
landfill  that  demonstrates  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  Chapter  15.  The  re- 
quested information  would  not  change  any  of  the  conclusions  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
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22.  See  Response  0002-5  above.  The  desire  for  “the  earliest  possible  detection  of  any  leaks” 
is  satisfied  by  the  proposed  vadose  zone  monitoring  plan  that  will  detect  leakage 
immediately  beneath  the  liner  system.  The  earliest  possible  detection  of  leaks  in  the 
groundwater  is  the  point  on  the  groundwater  table  where  any  leakage  would  first  contact 
the  water  table.  Monitoring  the  water  table  beneath  and  adjacent  to  the  landfill  will 
provide  the  earliest  possible  point  in  the  groundwater  to  detect  leakage.  Section 
2550.7(e)(3)  of  Article  5 states,  “If  a facility  contains  contiguous  waste  management 
units,  separate  groundwater  monitoring  systems  are  not  required  for  each  such  unit  if  the 
discharger  demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Regional  Board  that  the  water  quality 
monitoring  program  for  each  unit  will  enable  the  earliest  possible  detection  and  measure- 
ment of  a release  from  that  unit.” 

In  addition,  the  location  of  the  monitoring  well  to  be  used  for  monitoring  Phase  I at  the 
start  of  operations  is  intended  to  have  a life  suitable  to  monitor  that  area  until  additional 
refuse  is  placed  in  the  eastern  sections  of  Phase  I.  Prior  to  the  start  of  infilling  in  this 
area,  additional  groundwater  monitoring  well(s)  will  be  installed  in  accordance  with 
permitting  requirements  of  the  RWQCB.  These  new  wells  will  also  provide  the  earliest 
possible  detection  from  the  overall  Phase  I infill  area. 

23.  See  Response  0001-21. 

24.  See  Response  0002- 1 1 . 

25.  See  Response  0001-21  and  0002-11.  Also,  the  comment  “age  dating  of  [alluvial] 
materials  is  a moot  issue  if  none  are  found  to  be  displaced  by  faulting”  is  correct.  As 
with  the  project  site,  two  localities  (East  Pit  and  road  cut)  provide  evidence  that  unbroken 
alluvial  materials  overlie  the  two  largest  bedrock  faults  at  the  site.  With  these  two  fault 
exposure  localities,  it  is  not  believed  additional  shallow  trenches  are  needed.  In  fact, 
very  deep  trenches  would  have  to  be  excavated,  because  of  the  blanket  of  mine  tailing 
fill  covering  much  of  the  alluvium  in  and  around  the  community  of  Eagle  Mountain. 
Bedrock  could  be  many  tens  of  feet  below  this  fill  and  alluvium. 

26.  Mr.  Anderson’s  statement  that  no  limestone  occurs  in  the  footprint  of  the  proposed  landfill 
is  correct.  This  response  will  serve  to  acknowledge  that  all  of  the  blue  color  coded  areas 
along  the  Eagle  Creek  fault  are  schistose  meta-arkose  material. 

27.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  hence 
no  response  is  necessary.  Additionally,  the  results  of  the  analysis  mentioned  in  this 
comment  would  not  change  any  of  the  conclusions  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

28.  Please  see  Response  0002-4  for  a more  detailed  description  of  the  proposed  liner. 
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29.  See  Response  0001-1 1. 

30.  See  Responses  0001-10  and  0002-4. 

31.  See  Response  0002-5. 

32.  The  comment  is  correct.  The  cited  report  is  included  in  Appendix  B of  Volume  I of  the 
preliminary  ROWD,  on  file  with  the  RWQCB. 

33.  Please  see  Responses  0002-13,  16,  and  20.  The  additional  well  data  will  provide  more 
information  about  the  hydroconnectedness  of  fractured  bedrock. 

34.  Please  see  Responses  0002-13,  16,  20,  and  33  above. 

35.  The  data  being  requested  in  this  comment  is  included  in  Appendix  B of  Volume  I of  the 
preliminary  ROWD,  on  file  with  the  RWQCB. 

36.  Previous  boreholes  at  the  site  as  well  as  boreholes  that  may  still  exist  within  the  landfill 
area  have  been  identified.  See  Response  0001-18. 

37.  Wells  will  be  installed  in  locations  that  can  be  paired  with  future  wells  to  provide  the 
requested  pump  tests.  The  requested  information  would  not  change  any  of  the  conclu- 
sions of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

38.  The  additional  information  requested  regarding  declining  water  levels  will  be  provided 
to  the  RWQCB.  However,  provision  of  the  additional  detail  requested  by  this  comment 
does  not  alter  any  of  the  conclusions  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT  0003  Letter  from  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District, 

September  17, 1991 

1.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  recommends  a single  reanalysis  of  ambient  air  quality  levels  prior  to 
start-up  of  the  landfill  (see  Appendix  E,  page  130).  Repeated  modeling  analyses  would 
not  generate  new  information  regarding  project  impacts;  are  not  required  by  any  district, 
state,  or  federal  regulation  or  policy;  are  not  necessary  to  monitor  any  recommended 
mitigation  measures;  and  do  not  result  in  any  air  quality  benefits.  Therefore,  repeated 
modeling  analyses  are  not  recommended  as  a mitigation  measure. 

2.  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-23  (Appendix  E,  page  130)  requires  a reanalysis  of  ambient  air 
quality  impacts,  including  those  at  the  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument,  and  requires  that 
MRC  develop  and  submit  for  approval  additional  mitigation  measures  as  needed  to 
mitigate  remaining  significant  impacts  at  the  monument.  This  revised  modeling  using 
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weather  data  collected  on-site  has  been  completed  and  the  results  are  summarized  on 
modified  tables  (Tables  29,  36,  49,  and  52)  and  associated  plots  of  project  impacts  in 
Attachment  5 of  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  The  results  of  the  revised  modeling 
show  that  project  impacts  at  the  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  will  not  exceed  federal 
Class  I or  II  increments.  Therefore,  the  results  of  the  revised  air  quality  modeling  do  not 
indicate  a need  for  additional  mitigation  measures.  Nevertheless,  MRC  has  revised 
Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  to  include  a feasibility  study  to  evaluate  the  potential  for  use 
of  diesel  engines  with  selective  catalytic  reduction  (SCR)  or  natural  gas  fuels  to  reduce 
Eagle  Mountain  railway  locomotive  emissions. 

3.  The  impacts  of  the  “No  Project”  alternative  are  fully  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
(Appendix  E,  pp.  189-198).  The  potential  increase  in  emissions  from  the  operation  of 
the  project  compared  with  the  “No  Project”  alternative  is  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
as  well  (Appendix  E,  pp.  198-  210).  The  comment  refers  to  the  Executive  Summary;  the 
requested  information  is  provided  in  the  body  of  the  air  quality  appendix. 

4.  The  relative  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  and  all  the  alternatives,  including  the  “No 
Project”  alternative,  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  separately  for  the  SEDAB  and 
the  SCAB  (Appendix  E,  pp.  204-210).  The  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  indicates  what 
the  comment  expresses:  each  of  the  project  alternatives  would  result  in  no  change,  or  in 
a decrease,  in  emissions  within  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  as  compared  with  the  “No 
Project”  alternative,  while  increasing  emissions  in  the  SEDAB. 

5.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  includes  an  accounting  of  truck  and  train  emissions,  as  appropriate, 
for  each  alternative  considered.  Figure  FEIR-AQ-1,  included  in  Appendix  M (Attach- 
ment 2)  of  the  final  EIS/EIR,  shows  a simple  comparison  of  truck  and  train  emissions 
per  ton-mile  of  material  moved.  The  data  indicate  that  modem,  clean,  on-highway  trucks 
have  generally  lower  emissions  than  uncontrolled  locomotives.  However,  locomotives 
which  use  the  mitigation  measures  recommended  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  result 
in  generally  lower  emissions  per  ton-mile  than  on-highway  trucks. 

6.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  indicates  that  under  the  “No  Project”  alternative,  truck  traffic  for  waste 
haulers  would  increase  by  an  average  of  12.2  miles  per  trip  as  compared  with  current 
disposal  practices  (Appendix  E,  page  190).  Assuming  an  average  load  of  20  tons  of 
waste,  and  based  on  18,000  tons  per  day  of  waste  disposal,  the  increase  from  current 
levels  in  vehicle  miles  traveled  (VMT)  is  4.01  x 106  annual  VMT  for  the  “No  Project” 
alternative.  By  comparison,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  shows  that  delivery  by  truck  of  4,000  tons 
per  day  of  waste  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  site  would  result  in  an  increase  of  10.95  x 106 
annual  VMT.  This  figure  is  reduced  to  5.48  x 106  annual  VMT  under  the  proposed  truck 
use  reduction  discussed  in  Section  II.B.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 
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Neither  of  these  values  is  useful  in  assessing  the  air  quality  impacts  of  centralized  MRFs 
as  compared  with  the  impacts  of  waste  disposal  activity  without  them.  As  stated  in  the 
draft  EIS/EIR,  and  as  acknowledged  by  the  commenter,  an  analysis  of  the  specific 
impacts  of  MRFs  is  not  possible  at  this  time,  since  none  have  been  proposed.  The  siting 
and  approval  of  MRFs  will  be  subject  to  environmental  review  at  the  time  of  their 
proposal.  An  analysis  of  site-sensitive  impacts,  such  as  VMT,  would  be  remote  and 
speculative  at  the  present  time.  The  summary  of  on-site  emissions  from  all  MRFs  shown 
in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E,  page  74)  represents  the  best  information  available  at 
the  present  time. 

7.  The  comment  is  correct  in  that  there  is  no  comparison  of  the  emissions  associated  with 
all  waste  disposal  activities  with  and  without  the  project.  However,  such  a comparison 
is  not  necessary  to  evaluate  the  air  quality  impacts  of  the  project,  since  local  collection 
of  refuse  is  not  expected  to  be  affected  by  the  selection  of  the  ultimate  disposal  site.  In 
addition,  as  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  a discussion  of  impacts  of  transportation  of 
waste  to  MRFs  is  not  possible  because  site-specific  environmental  analyses  for  each 
proposed  MRF  are  not  available. 

The  air  quality  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  project,  and  with  each  alternative, 
are  adequately  characterized  by  a comparison  of  emissions  from  those  aspects  of  waste 
collection  which  would  be  changed  by  the  projects  (or  the  alternatives).  A comparison 
between  the  increase  in  emissions  due  to  the  project  and  the  increase  in  emissions  due  to 
the  “No  Project”  alternative  (which  would  not  occur  if  the  project  were  to  be  im- 
plemented) is  presented  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E,  pp.  198-210). 

8.  There  are  no  proposals  to  transport  waste  by  rail  to  existing  landfills;  an  analysis  of  the 
impacts  of  such  a proposal  would  be  remote  and  speculative  at  the  present  time.  In  fact, 
few,  if  any,  of  the  existing  landfills  in  southern  California  are  rail-accessible,  making  this 
option  practicably  infeasible  as  a project  alternative. 

9.  It  is  not  clear  what  additional  analysis  is  requested  in  this  comment.  The  draft  EIS/EIR 
provides  a detailed  analysis  of  the  emissions  increases  associated  with  the  proposed  Eagle 
Mountain  project  and  with  all  the  alternatives  considered  separately  for  each  affected  air 
basin  and  for  the  project  site  itself  (Appendix  E,  pp.  198-210). 

10.  The  growth  in  the  number  of  MRFs  is  associated  with  the  expected  gradual  change  in 
current  waste  hauling  practices  from  decentralized  distribution  to  close-in  landfills  to 
centralized  recycling  and  transfer  facilities,  and  not  due  to  an  increase  in  waste  disposal 
requirements.  As  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  no  analysis  of  truck  transportation  to 
MRFs  or  displacement  of  existing  truck  traffic  is  possible  at  the  present  time,  because 
no  MRFs  have  been  proposed.  Site-specific  impacts  associated  with  the  MRFs,  such  as 
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truck  traffic,  will  have  to  be  discussed  in  the  environmental  review  of  each  individual 
MRF  when  the  MRP  is  proposed. 

11.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  includes  the  requested  analysis,  except  as  to  the  impacts  of  transpor- 
tation of  waste  by  truck  to  MRFs.  Specifically,  Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  shows 
the  increases  in  emissions  due  to  rail  and  truck  traffic  (see  tables  on  pages  76-77,  91, 
132-133,  149-150,  157,  164-165,  178,  180-181,  and  191).  The  only  quantifiable, 
reasonably  foreseeable  decrease  in  truck  traffic  associated  with  any  of  the  project 
alternatives  would  be  a decrease  in  the  incremental  VMT  associated  with  the  “No  Project” 
alternative.  The  emissions  associated  with  this  increment  are  shown  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR, 
Appendix  E,  page  191. 

The  potential  increase  in  emissions  due  to  material  handling  at  MRFs  in  the  SCAB  and 
SEDAB  is  also  found  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E,  pp.  74,  91,  132,  148,  157,  164, 
176, 180,  and  191).  As  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  no  analysis  of  site-specific  impacts 
associated  with  the  MRFs  can  be  presented  at  this  time,  because  no  sites  have  been 
proposed  and  none  are  part  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  project.  The  generic  estimate  of 
emissions  associated  with  a single  MRF,  presented  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  on  Appendix  E, 
page  73,  represents  the  best  information  currently  available. 

12.  The  specific  emissions  levels  associated  with  each  of  the  project  alternatives  is  included 
in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  Appendix  E,  as  follows: 


Eagle  Mountain  project,  without  mitigation  ....  page  9 1 

Eagle  Mountain  project,  with  mitigation page  132 

Reduced  Operations  alt.,  without  mitigation  . . . . page  157 

Reduced  Operations  alt.,  with  mitigation page  164 

Rail  Only  alternative,  without  mitigation page  178 

Rail  Only  alternative,  with  mitigation page  180 

No  Project  alternative page  191 


These  emissions  levels  are  compared  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  in  Appendix  E,  Figures  35-44. 
Table  FEIR-AQ-1A,  summarizing  the  same  information,  is  included  in  Appendix  M, 
Attachment  2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

13.  Table  FEER-AQ-1B,  included  in  Appendix  M,  Attachment  2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR,  shows 
a comparison  of  the  truck  VMT  and  corresponding  emissions  associated  with  each  project 
alternative,  based  on  the  information  contained  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  Appendix  E.  In 
addition,  Table  FEIR-AQ-1B  shows  the  truck  VMT  and  corresponding  emissions 
associated  with  the  reduced  truck  operations  mitigation  measure. 
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14.  Alternative  fuels  do  not  result  in  inherently  lower  emission  levels,  except  in  specific 
applications.  For  on-highway  vehicles,  California’s  low  emission  vehicle  regulations, 
and  the  corresponding  requirements  of  SCAQMD  Rule  1601,  achieve  the  objectives  of 
what  are  popularly  referred  to  as  “alternative  fuels.”  While  alternative  fuels  may  be  used 
to  comply  with  these  regulations,  they  are  not  essential,  nor  do  they  provide  any  air  quality 
benefits  as  compared  with  “traditional”  fuels  used  to  satisfy  the  same  regulations.  The 
California  and  the  SCAQMD  low  emission  vehicle  programs  are  discussed  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E,  pp.  107-108). 

For  locomotives  and  landfill  equipment,  alternative  fuels  may  provide  air  quality 
benefits.  Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  (such  as 
methanol,  natural  gas,  or  LPG)  as  well  as  electricity  for  locomotives  (pp.  115-117)  and 
for  landfill  equipment  (pp.  120-121).  Mitigation  Measure  AQ- 1 6 requires  that  wherever 
available,  electric  versions  of  landfill  equipment  such  as  overhead  cranes,  crushers, 
conveyors,  and  pugmills  will  be  used.  Where  not  available,  alternative-fuel  technology 
will  be  used  depending  on  air  permitting  standards.  Electrification  of  this  equipment 
would  reduce  the  emissions  associated  with  landfill  equipment  by  approximately  five 
percent.  The  actual  emissions  reductions  associated  with  these  measures  are  shown  in 
Table  FEIR-AQ-4  (Appendix  M,  Attachment  2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 

Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  (see  Section  n.C.)  to 
include  a feasibility  study  to  evaluate  the  potential  for  use  of  diesel  engines  with  selective 
catalytic  reduction  (SCR)  or  natural  gas  fuels  to  reduce  emissions  from  Eagle  Mountain 
railway  locomotives.  The  revised  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  includes  a specific  timetable 
for  conducting  the  feasibility  study.  A comparison  of  the  emissions  from  the  uncon- 
trolled diesel-fired,  mitigated  diesel-fired,  and  natural  gas-fired  Eagle  Mountain  railway 
locomotives  is  shown  on  Table  FEIR-AQ-15  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  (Attachment  2 of 
Appendix  M). 

No  quantification  of  air  quality  benefits  from  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  in  landfill 
equipment  is  possible  at  the  present  time,  because  no  alternative-fueled  engines  are 
available  for  the  types  of  equipment  expected  to  be  used  in  the  Eagle  Mountain  project. 

15.  No  significant  environmental  impacts  or  mitigation  have  been  identified  in  association 
with  the  receipt  of  approximately  200  truck  loads  per  day  of  containerized  waste  at  the 
Eagle  Mountain  site.  Under  the  assumptions  contained  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  container- 
ized waste  would  be  shipped  to  the  site  from  areas  within  an  average  radius  of  75  miles, 
which  excludes  the  traffic-congested  portions  of  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin.  No  signif- 
icant traffic  impacts  were  identified  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  due  to  this  volume  of  truck 
traffic. 
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Furthermore,  MRC  has  proposed  that  truck  traffic  to  the  project  site  be  reduced  from  200 
to  100  round  trips  daily  and  in  three  years  to  eliminate  all  but  those  trucks  serving  the 
desert  cities  (not  to  exceed  100).  See  Section  II.B.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  This  will  reduce 
traffic  impacts  to  levels  even  lower  than  the  current,  less  than  significant  proposed  levels. 

16.  Since  none  of  the  MRF  locations  have  been  identified  as  yet,  an  analysis  of  site-specific 
impacts  (such  as  truck  traffic)  at  the  MRFs  cannot  be  performed.  The  site-specific 
impacts  associated  with  the  MRFs  will  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  CEQA  require- 
ments as  each  site  is  identified. 

17.  The  potential  for  traffic  delays  is  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  on  page  154,  as  well  as 
in  Appendix  D of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  congestion  caused  by  increased  truck  traffic 
to  and  from  the  landfill  site  is  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  on  pages  155-157;  Appendix 
D contains  a more  detailed  discussion.  Since  none  of  the  MRF  locations  have  yet  been 
identified,  an  analysis  of  site-specific  impacts  at  the  MRFs  (such  as  traffic  congestion) 
cannot  be  performed. 

1 8.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  included  emissions  associated  with  the  delivery  by  truck  of  up  to  4,000 
tons  per  day  of  waste  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  site.  This  estimate  was  based  on  the 
assumption  that  the  cost  of  using  trucks  to  haul  containerized  waste  to  the  landfill  would 
be  less  than  the  cost  of  using  trains  if  the  driving  distance  is  less  than  an  average  of  75 
miles.  This  average  radius  of  75  miles  is  generally  consistent  with  the  commenter’s 
proposed  maximum  radius  of  100  miles,  since  some  waste  will  be  hauled  from  less  than 
the  average  distance  and  some  will  be  hauled  from  more.  Since  the  preparation  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR,  the  amount  of  refuse  transported  by  truck  has  been  reduced  by  half  from 
4,000  tpd  to  2,000  tpd.  The  emissions  impacts  associated  with  this  project  modification 
are  discussed  in  Appendix  M,  Attachment  10  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

More  accurate  information  regarding  the  potential  split  between  truck  and  rail  transpor- 
tation is  not  available  at  this  time,  because  no  contracts  for  disposal  of  waste  at  the  landfill 
have  been  signed  as  yet.  The  most  likely  source  of  waste  hauled  to  the  landfill  by  truck 
is  the  desert  portion  of  Riverside  County.  Riverside  County  has  reserved  a capacity  of 
up  to  2,000  tons  per  day  in  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill.  Thus,  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
conservatively  evaluates  the  truck  traffic  and  the  emissions  impacts  associated  with  twice 
the  likely  volume  of  truck  traffic. 

19.  The  locations  of  the  MRFs  which  may  be  used  to  transfer  waste  from  local  collection 
systems  to  the  landfill  have  not  been  established.  Each  of  these  stations  would  require 
its  own  local  land  use  permit  and  would  be  subject  to  appropriate  environmental  review 
at  the  time  such  a permit  is  issued.  An  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  site-specific  vehicle 
trips  associated  with  MRFs  is  not  possible  at  the  present  time,  given  the  lack  of 
information  regarding  specific  MRF  locations  and  design  features. 
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20.  Mitigation  is  required  under  CEQA/NEPA  only  for  significant  environmental  impacts. 
No  significant  impacts  have  been  identified  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  related  to  traffic 
congestion  due  to  the  use  of  trucks  to  haul  waste  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  site  or  to  indirect 
air  quality  impacts  associated  with  truck-induced  congestion.  Thus,  no  mitigation 
measures  for  congestion-related  impacts  is  warranted. 

Should  the  SCAQMD  adopt  regulations  which  restrict  all  truck  operations  to  selected 
times  of  the  day,  trucks  which  deliver  waste  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  site  would  be  required 
to  comply  with  such  regulations. 

2 1 . See  Response  0003- 1 9. 

22.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  acknowledges  that  the  landfill  gas  collection  and  disposal  system  is 
subject  to  permit  requirements  of  the  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District.  Air 
quality  permits  to  construct  and  operate  this  system  will  be  obtained  prior  to  the 
commencement  of  landfill  operations. 

23.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  incorrectly  refers  to  the  0.3-second  residential  time  for  flares  on  page 
70;  the  reference  in  Appendix  E,  which  includes  the  discussion  of  BACT  for  flares, 
correctly  refers  to  the  0.6-second  retention  time  required  by  the  district’s  BACT  guide- 
lines. 

24.  Neither  CEQA  nor  NEPA  require  that  all  regulatory  permit  applications  be  included  in 
the  EIS/EIR.  This  is  because  the  environmental  review  process  can  require  project  design 
changes  or  mitigation  measures  which  must  be  reflected  in  subsequent  applications  to 
responsible  agencies,  such  as  the  SCAQMD.  There  is  not  enough  information  available 
at  the  present  time  to  prepare  the  Rule  1150.1  application  and  associated  compliance 
plan.  The  required  plan  will  be  prepared,  submitted  to  the  SCAQMD,  and  approved  by 
the  district  prior  to  the  operation  of  the  landfill. 

25.  It  is  unclear  which  factors  the  commenter  is  referring  to.  The  flare  emission  factors  for 
criteria  pollutants  are  shown  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  Appendix  E,  page  83.  All  of  the 
available  data  regarding  flare  emissions  are  presented,  and  the  best  estimated  values  for 
the  Eagle  Mountain  project  reflect  anticipated  SCAQMD  requirements  for  best  available 
control  technology.  Average  values  are  not  presented. 

The  emission  factors  for  trace  concentrations  of  toxic  air  contaminants  are  presented  in 
the  draft  EIS/EIR  in  Appendix  E,  pages  84,  98,  and  99.  Both  the  maximum  and  the 
average  concentrations  of  trace  toxic  air  contaminants  measured  by  the  SCAQMD  in 
tests  of  other  landfills  are  shown,  in  order  to  present  the  range  of  potential  risks.  The 
data  on  which  the  values  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  are  discussed  in  Attachment  9 of  Appendix 
M of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  The  data  are  taken  from  tests  conducted  on  four  southern 
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California  landfills.  Given  the  uncertainty  in  the  emission  factors  for  these  trace 
contaminants,  and  given  the  fact  that  risk  assessments  are  based  on  70-year  projections, 
this  range  is  an  appropriate  and  acceptable  technique  for  presenting  the  potential  risks. 

26.  The  only  stationary  internal  combustion  engines  associated  with  the  Eagle  Mountain 
project,  and  which  are  subject  to  the  requirements  of  Rules  1110.1  and  1110.2,  are 
associated  with  liner  material  preparation.  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-16  would  require 
that  these  engines  be  replaced  with  electric  motors  wherever  available;  in  this  event,  they 
would  not  be  subject  to  the  requirements  of  either  Rule  1 1 10.1  or  11 10.2.  Where  not 
available,  alternative-fuel  technology  will  be  used  depending  on  air  permitting  standards. 
Failure  to  implement  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-16,  however,  would  require  compliance 
with  the  applicable  district  rules. 

Rule  1110.1  does  not  apply  to  engines  operating  in  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  portion 
of  Los  Angeles  and  Riverside  counties  [Rule  1 1 10.1  (g)(8)],  and  Rule  1 1 10.2  does  not 
apply  to  engines  operating  in  the  Riverside  County  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  area  within 
the  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District,  but  not  including  the  nonattainment 
planning  area  of  the  Riverside  County  SEDAB  [Rule  1 1 10.2  (h)(7)].  At  this  time,  one 
cannot  confirm  or  deny  if  the  project  area  is  within  the  aforementioned  nonattainment 
area  of  the  Riverside  County  SEDAB,  since  the  district  is  not  clear  as  to  what  portions 
of  the  county  are  within  said  nonattainment  area. 

27 . The  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  perimeter  landfill  gas  monitoring  in  the  mitigation  of  landfill 
gas  impacts.  “The  LFG  control  system  will  also  consist  of  a series  of  gas  migration 
probes  placed  around  the  perimeter  of  the  site  to  detect  off-site  gas  migration.  Probe 
spacing  and  depth  will  conform  with  SCAQMD  and  CIWMB  guidelines  (70-3).”  A 
network  of  five  to  six  monitoring  wells  will  be  installed  within  a 1,000-foot  radius  in 
soils  along  the  northern  town  perimeter.  Also,  as  discussed  on  page  57  of  Appendix  E, 
measurements  of  both  horizontal  and  surface  migration  of  landfill  gas  will  be  conducted. 

28.  As  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  on  page  338,  leachate  is  a potentially  hazardous  material 
and  is  subject  to  special  provisions  regarding  its  collection,  handling,  and  disposal.  For 
the  Eagle  Mountain  project,  the  leachate  will  be  treated  to  separate  the  organic  phase 
(which  contains  the  potentially  hazardous  compounds)  from  the  aqueous  phase  (water). 
The  water  fraction  will  not  be  used  for  dust  control  unless  it  satisfies  all  applicable  air 
and  water  quality  requirements  for  its  use  as  a dust  suppressant  and  will  not  result  in 
objectionable  odors.  An  alternative  method  of  handling  leachate/condensate  will  be  to 
collect  and  store  it  for  off-site  treatment  and  disposal.  All  appropriate  regulations  for  the 
handling  of  hazardous  materials  will  be  observed. 

29.  The  district’s  handbook  for  preparation  of  EIRs  was  consulted  during  preparation  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  project.  The  sources  of  fugitive  dust  emissions 
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associated  with  the  project  are  described  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E,  pp.  85-90). 
Mitigation  measures  for  fugitive  dust  are  discussed  on  pp.  123-124  and  129-130. 
Additional  dust  mitigation  measures  are  included  in  Table  FEIR-AQ-2  of  the  final 
EIS/EIR  (Appendix  M,  Attachment  2)  and  in  the  revised  Mitigation  Reporting/  Moni- 
toring Program  (see  Section  II.C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR),  based  on  comments  from  the 
SCAQMD.  With  the  implementation  of  these  mitigation  measures,  landfill  operations 
will  be  carried  out  in  such  way  as  to  restrict  dust  levels  to  a minimum. 

30.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  382-383)  requires  several  mitigation  measures  for  fugitive  dust, 
which  require  periodic  surface  treatments  to  minimize  dust  emissions.  The  Mitigation 
Reporting/Monitoring  Program  (see  Section  II.C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR)  will  require  that 
the  landfill  operator  develop  and  implement  a dust  suppression  plan  to  ensure  that 
dust-generating  surfaces  are  routinely  checked  and  treated. 

3 1 . See  Response  0003-3 1 . 

32.  As  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E,  page  103),  the  cover  processing  facility 
will  require  an  air  quality  permit  from  the  SCAQMD. 

33.  The  emissions  calculations  presented  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  include  emissions  from 
activities  in  the  Coachella  Valley.  The  project  activities  which  will  generate  emissions 
in  the  Coachella  Valley  are  train  and  truck  traffic  hauling  containerized  waste  to  the 
project  site. 

Of  the  total  269-mile  train  route  assumed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  analysis,  78  miles  are 
located  within  the  Coachella  Valley.  The  emissions  associated  with  this  rail  traffic  are 
(a)  NOx,  582  tons  per  year;  (b)  CO,  236  tons  per  year;  (c)  PM10,  14  tons  per  year; 
(d)  ROG,  40  tons  per  year;  and  (e)  SO2,  74  tons  per  year. 

Emissions  from  the  truck  hauling  within  the  Coachella  Valley  cannot  be  quantified  at 
this  time  due  to  a lack  of  specific  information  regarding  the  location  of  MRFs,  which 
would  be  the  points  of  origin  of  the  truck-hauled  waste.  As  a worst  case,  one  could 
assume  that  all  of  the  truck-hauled  waste  originates  within  the  Coachella  Valley.  Based 
on  this  worst-case  assumption,  the  truck  emissions  associated  with  the  project  in  the 
Coachella  Valley  would  be  (a)  NOx,  157  tons  per  year;  (b)  CO,  74  tons  per  year; 
(c)  PM  10,  23  tons  per  year;  (d)  ROG,  25  tons  per  year;  and  (e)  SO2,  32  tons  per  year. 
Figure  FEIR-AQ-2  (Appendix  M,  Attachment  2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR)  compares  the 
estimated  project  emissions  from  rail  and  truck  travel  in  the  Coachella  Valley  with 
estimates  of  emissions  from  all  rail  and  truck  travel  in  the  Coachella  Valley  and  with 
estimates  of  emissions  from  all  sources  in  the  Coachella  Valley. 

34.  See  Response  0003-31. 
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35.  Compliance  by  the  project  with  the  SCAQMD’s  New  Source  Review  requirements  is 
discussed  in  the  draft EIS/EIR,  Appendix  E,  pp.  102-105.  The  need  foremissions  offsets 
is  discussed  in  this  section  as  well. 

Discussions  with  the  SCAQMD’s  Engineering  Division  staff  indicated  that  emissions 
offsets  will  be  required  for  emissions  from  the  flares  and  from  the  cover  processing  plant. 
Emissions  from  the  cover  processing  plant  required  to  be  offset  include  both  the 
stationary  equipment  and  the  mobile  equipment  associated  with  that  plant. 

Some  or  all  of  the  emissions  offsets  for  this  project  may  be  provided  through  the 
SCAQMD  Priority  Reserve.  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  will  need  to  hold  a pre- 
application meeting  with  the  SCAQMD  staff  to  determine  the  extent  to  which  the  Priority 
Reserve  will  be  able  to  provide  the  required  offsets  and  the  extent  to  which  additional 
offsets  will  be  required. 

36.  With  one  exception,  all  of  the  emitting  equipment  associated  with  the  project  was 
discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  Appendix  E,  pp.  75-90.  This  discussion  included  tables 
which  showed  the  worst-case  daily  emissions  from  this  equipment.  A discussion  of 
B ACT  requirements  for  project  equipment  was  included  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  in  Appendix 
E,  pp.  103-105.  Air  quality  modeling  analyses,  which  reflected  emissions  from  all 
project-related  sources,  are  contained  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  Appendix  E,  pp.  92-96. 
Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  has  been  revised  to  include  a feasibility  study  to  evaluate  the 
potential  for  use  of  diesel  engines  with  SCR  or  natural  gas  fuels  to  reduce  locomotive 
NOx  emissions  associated  with  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway. 

The  one  exception  is  that  emissions  from  diesel  fuel  storage  equipment  was  omitted. 
Table  FEIR-AQ-3  (Appendix  M,  Attachment  2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR)  shows  the  expected 
emissions  from  this  storage  equipment.  Since  diesel  fuel  has  extremely  low  volatility, 
the  emissions  associated  with  this  equipment  are  considered  negligible  compared  with 
overall  project  emissions.  Consequently,  the  inclusion  of  emissions  estimated  for  diesel 
fuel  storage  does  not  change  any  of  the  conclusions  contained  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
regarding  air  quality  impacts. 

37.  Regulation  XVII  is  the  SCAQMD’s  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  rule,  de- 
signed to  ensure  that  air  quality  in  clean  air  areas  (where  national  ambient  air  standards 
are  not  exceeded)  does  not  significantly  deteriorate  while  maintaining  a margin  for  future 
industrial  growth.  Although  this  regulation  has  been  adopted  by  the  district,  it  will  not 
take  effect  until  approved  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

The  structure  of  Regulation  XVII  is  similar  to  that  of  EPA’s  PSD  regulations,  which  are 
discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  However,  many  aspects  of  Regulation  XVII  are  more 
stringent  than  the  corresponding  federal  requirements.  In  particular,  Regulation  XVII 
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triggers  PSD  review  of  new  non-NSPS  projects  at  40  tons  per  year,  while  the  federal  PSD 
trigger  level  is  250  tons  per  year.  Once  PSD  review  is  triggered,  however,  the  require- 
ments of  Regulation  XVII  and  of  the  federal  PSD  regulation  are  identical. 

The  requirements  of  Regulation  XVII  will  be  applied  in  addition  to,  rather  than  in  place 
of,  the  SCAQMD’s  New  Source  Review  requirements  of  Regulation  XIII.  Since  the 
New  Source  Review  requirements  are  generally  more  stringent  than  those  contained  in 
Regulation  XVII,  project  emissions  would  be  generally  unaffected  by  the  additional 
requirements  of  Regulation  XVII. 

Recent  discussions  with  EPA’s  Region  IX  office  indicate  that  it  is  unclear  when 
Regulation  XVII  will  be  approved  and  become  effective.  If  the  project  satisfies  the 
current  federal  PSD  requirements  before  Regulation  XVII  is  approved,  the  SCAQMD 
regulation  would  not  apply  to  this  project.  However,  as  stated  above,  this  would  not  be 
expected  to  affect  project  emissions  due  to  the  overriding  stringency  of  the  district’s  New 
Source  Review  regulations. 

38.  The  risk  assessment  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  use  of  on-site  meteorological  data  and 
updated  unit  risk  values.  The  revised  assessment  is  included  as  Attachment  9,  Appendix 
M of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  The  maximum  cancer  risk  is  estimated  to  be  2.2  in  1 million  at 
maximum  concentrations  of  trace  contaminants  and  maximum  gas  production.  The  most 
probable  cancer  risk  is  estimated  to  be  1.0  in  1 million,  when  the  average  concentrations 
are  used  with  the  maximum  gas  production.  These  would  be  the  risks  in  the  community 
of  Eagle  Mountain. 

39.  The  unit  risk  factors  presented  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  were  taken  from  the  Air  Toxics 
Assessment  Manual  prepared  by  the  California  Air  Pollution  Control  Officers  Associa- 
tion (CAPCOA)  in  December  1989.  The  factors  provided  by  the  SCAQMD  are  taken 
from  the  AB  2588  guidelines  prepared  by  CAPCOA  in  January  1991.  The  unit  risk 
factors  suggested  by  the  SCAQMD  reflect  more  recent  toxicological  information  than 
the  factors  used  for  the  screening  level  risk  assessment  summarized  in  Tables  31  and  32 
of  Appendix  E.  Therefore,  as  requested  by  the  district,  the  risk  assessment  has  been 
revised  using  the  new  unit  risk  factors.  The  revised  tables  (9-2  and  9-3)  are  included  in 
Attachment  9,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

40.  As  discussed  in  Response  0003-38,  the  risk  assessment  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  use 
of  on-site  meteorological  data  and  updated  unit  risk  values.  The  worst-case  cancer  risk 
is  estimated  to  be  2.2  in  1 million.  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District  Rule 
1401  provides  that  a project  may  be  approved,  if  the  project  uses  best  available  control 
technology  for  toxics  and  the  cancer  risk  does  not  exceed  10  in  a million. 
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41 . The  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  was  prepared  based  on  an  analogous  guidance  document 
prepared  by  the  California  Air  Pollution  Control  Officers  Association.  The  principal 
differences  between  the  two  sets  of  guidance  documents  are: 

a.  The  SCAQMD  guidance  includes  a screening  approach  based  on  stack  height  and 
distance  to  the  nearest  receptor;  no  air  quality  dispersion  modeling  is  necessary  for 
this  approach.  The  procedure  is  not  valid  for  emissions  from  non-point  sources  (e.g. , 
the  landfill)  in  complex  terrain  in  rural  areas,  so  it  cannot  be  used  for  the  Eagle 
Mountain  landfill  project. 

b.  The  SCAQMD  guidance  includes  a list  of  plausible  worst-case  assumptions  to  be 
used  in  a multi-pathway  risk  analysis.  A multi-pathway  analysis  was  not  needed  for 
the  risk  assessment  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  because  all  the  substances  considered  were 
volatile  organic  gases,  which  do  not  enter  the  human  body  through  ingestion 
(digestive)  pathways. 

c.  The  unit  risk  factors  in  the  SCAQMD  document  reflect  more  recent  toxico- 
logical information  than  the  factors  in  the  CAPCOA  guidelines.  See  Re- 
sponse 0003-39. 

d.  The  SCAQMD  guidance  requires  an  analysis  of  the  cancer  burden  (number  of 
potential  cancer  cases  in  the  exposed  population),  if  the  cancer  risk  is  greater  than 
1 x 10"6.  The  CAPCOA  document  discusses  the  methodology  for  such  an  evalua- 
tion, but  it  leaves  to  the  air  districts  the  option  to  require  that  the  cancer  burden  be 
calculated.  To  comply  with  SCAQMD  guidelines,  the  cancer  burden  has  been 
evaluated  in  the  revised  risk  assessment  (see  Response  0003-38  above).  Other  than 
these  differences,  the  SCAQMD  and  CAPCOA  risk  assessment  guidances  use  the 
same  approaches. 

42.  The  health  risk  assessment  has  been  revised,  as  described  in  Attachment  9,  Appendix  M 
of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

The  risk  assessment  will  be  required  as  part  of  the  application  for  Permit  to  Construct 
and  Permit  to  Operate  for  the  landfill  gas  collection  and  disposal  system. 

43.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  contains  a discussion  of  project  design  features  which  will  be  used  to 
minimize  fugitive  dust  emissions  (Appendix  E,  pp.  85-90,  123-124).  Dust  mitigation 
measures  were  included  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  in  Appendix  E,  pp.  129-130.  Additional 
dust  mitigation  measures  included  in  Table  FEIR-AQ-2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  (Appendix 
M,  Attachment  2),  based  on  comments  from  the  SCAQMD,  are  discussed  in  the  revised 
Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program  (see  Section  n.C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 
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For  a discussion  of  odor  impacts  and  mitigation,  please  refer  to  Response  0001-97. 

44.  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-16  requires  that  wherever  available,  electric  versions  of  landfill 
equipment  such  as  overhead  cranes,  crushers,  conveyors,  and  pugmills  will  be  used. 
Where  not  available,  alternative-fuel  technology  will  be  used  depending  on  air 
permitting  standards.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  shows  that  the  emission  reductions  associ- 
ated with  the  electrification  of  this  equipment  is  approximately  five  percent  of  the 
emissions  associated  with  landfill  equipment.  The  actual  emissions  reductions 
associated  with  electrification  are  shown  in  Table  FEIR-AQ-4  (see  Appendix  M, 
Attachment  2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 

Electrification  of  the  52-mile  stretch  of  track  between  Ferrum  Junction  and  the  landfill 
site  was  found  to  be  potentially  feasible.  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-10  requires  the 
preparation  of  a feasibility  analysis  for  electrification  at  such  time  as  when  there  is 
sufficient  landfill  gas  to  generate  the  electricity.  If  electrification  is  then  found  feasible, 
the  reductions  in  locomotive  emissions  that  could  be  achieved  are  shown  in  Table 
FEIR-AQ-5  (see  Appendix  M,  Attachment  2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 

45.  The  feasibility  of  railway  electrification  is  discussed  in  Appendix  E (pp.  1 16-1 17)  for  the 
52-mile  stretch  of  track  between  Ferrum  Junction  and  the  landfill  site.  Electrification  of 
the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  is  not  considered  feasible  at  this  time  because  of  the  steep 
grades  and  several  major  turns  in  the  rail  line  (page  386  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  Also,  the 
costs  and  physical  disturbance  necessary  for  the  installation  of  the  catenary  cable  power 
system  reduce  the  feasibility  of  this  measure.  The  continued  review  of  the  feasibility  of 
electrification  of  the  railway  is  part  of  the  project’s  mitigation  measures  (AQ-10).  The 
electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway  will  be  evaluated  when  sufficient  landfill 
gas  is  generated  to  provide  the  required  electrical  energy.  Table  FEIR-AQ-5  (Appendix 
M,  Attachment  2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR)  shows  the  reductions  in  locomotive-generated 
emissions  which  could  be  achieved  if  electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  is 
found  to  be  feasible. 

Electrification  of  the  Southern  Pacific  main  line  was  not  evaluated  as  a mitigation 
measure  because  neither  the  project  applicant  nor  the  lead  agencies  nor  any  responsible 
agency  would  have  the  authority  to  implement  or  require  such  a mitigation  measure  for 
this  project.  While  at  the  present  time  both  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  and  the 
South  Coast  AQMD  are  exploring  ways  to  reduce  locomotive  emissions,  including 
options  for  electrification  of  the  Southern  Pacific  main  line,  the  effects  of  such  potential 
regulations  are  at  this  time  considered  remote  and  speculative. 

46.  See  Response  0003-45  above. 


180 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EIR 


DOCUMENT  0003 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


DOCUMENT  0003 


47.  The  screening  of  hazardous  materials  in  the  waste  stream  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
transfer  stations  and  materials  recovery  facilities  as  required  by  the  solid  waste  facilities 
permits.  This  process  is  described  on  pages  48,  49,  331,  and  332  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
Also,  see  Response  0001-117.  The  review  of  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Manage- 
ment Board  in  approving  solid  waste  facilities  permits  and  a load-check  program  where 
the  County  of  Riverside  has  inspection  rights  for  all  solid  waste  coming  to  the  project 
will  monitor  this  requirement. 

48.  See  Response  0003-47  above. 

49.  See  Response  0001-117. 

50.  A typical  day’s  operation  of  the  landfill  is  provided  on  pages  34-35  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
The  remainder  of  the  project  description  is  broken  into: 

a.  Landfill  site  facilities  (pages  35-44) 

b.  Roads,  landfill  site,  and  railroad  preparation  (pages  45-48) 

c.  Landfill  operation  (pages  48-73) 

d.  Closure  and  post-closure  (pages  73-74) 

Section  IV.O.,  Energy  Consumption/Generation  (pages  572-584  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR), 
discusses,  to  the  extent  possible,  types  of  equipment  required  for  transport,  transfer, 
handling,  and  disposal  of  refuse  at  the  landfill  (see  Table  50).  Estimates  of  their  fuel 
consumption  are  shown  in  Tables  5 1,  52,  and  53.  It  should  be  noted  that  based  on  public 
and  internal  review  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  revisions  have  been  made  to  the  Energy 
Consumption/Generation  section.  These  revisions  are  noted  in  Section  VI.G.  of  the  final 
EIS/EIR.  Section  IV.D.,  Air  Quality,  reiterates  the  types  of  activities  relative  to  the 
operation  of  the  landfill,  focusing  on  their  fuel  consumption  and  air  emissions  (see  pages 
372-379  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 

5 1 . All  equipment  expected  to  be  used  during  the  operation  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  project 
is  described  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  in  Appendix  B,  and  again  in  Appendix  E 
(pp.  70-90). 

52.  Emissions  from  the  listed  equipment  are  shown  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E, 
pp.  78-79). 

53.  The  Eagle  Mountain  project  will  be  required  to  comply  with  all  applicable  requirements 
of  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  with  respect  to  both  on-  highway  and  off-road 
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equipment.  In  addition,  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-13  requires  that  to  the  extent  feasible, 
all  landfill  equipment  should  be  equipped  with  on-highway  engines  which  have  been 
certified  by  the  California  Air  Resources  Board.  This  measure  has  been  revised  in  the 
final  EIS/EIR  to  require  that  these  engines  meet  1991  Air  Resources  Board  standards. 

54.  This  recommendation  is  included  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  as  Mitigation  Measures  AQ-5 
(State  Low-Emission  Vehicle  Regulations),  AQ-13  (On-Highway  Engines  for  Landfill 
Equipment),  AQ-14  (Low-NOx  Engine  Design  for  Landfill  Equipment),  and  AQ-15 
(Construction  Equipment  Emission  Standards). 

55.  Internal  combustion  engines  are  identified  as  only  one  potential  means  of  generating 
electricity  using  landfill  gas.  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-17  requires  Mine  Reclamation 
Corporation  to  perform  an  analysis  of  the  feasibility  of  using  landfill  gas  to  generate 
electricity  when  the  LFG  generation  rate  exceeds  five  million  cubic  feet  per  day.  This 
measure  has  been  revised  to  explicitly  require  that  the  analysis  consider  the  use  of  best 
available  control  technology  for  equipment  selected  to  generate  electricity. 

56.  All  of  the  air  quality  mitigation  measures  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  are  included  in 
the  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program  in  summary  form.  The  program  has  been 
revised  to  explicitly  reference  the  number  of  the  mitigation  measures,  taken  from  the 
restated  air  quality  mitigation  program  found  in  Section  II.C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR,  for 
easy  cross-reference. 

57.  This  measure  is  not  applicable  to  waste-hauling  trucks,  since  they  will  all  be  container- 
ized. The  mitigation  measure  calling  for  a freeboard  height  of  two  feet  has  been  added 
in  the  final  EIS/EER  as  an  additional  mitigation  measure  for  all  trucks  carrying  lining  and 
cover  materials. 

58.  All  applicable  mitigation  measures  from  Table  1 of  the  SCAQMD’s  comments  have  been 
incorporated  into  Table  FEIR-AQ-2,  included  in  Appendix  M,  Attachment  2 of  the  final 
EIS/EIR. 

59.  No  significant  traffic  impacts  have  been  identified  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR;  consequently,  no 
traffic  mitigation  is  required. 

60.  Since  rail  haul  of  waste  is  less  expensive,  truck  traffic  is  not  anticipated  to  increase  with 
time  over  the  lifetime  of  the  project.  Truck  traffic  is  principally  expected  to  be  used  for 
waste  obtained  from  transfer  stations  located  in  the  desert  portion  of  Riverside  County 
and  from  other  sites  during  the  initial  start-up  stage  of  the  project.  Thus,  VMT  is  expected 
to  decrease  over  the  life  of  the  project 
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DOCUMENT  0004  Letter  from  City  of  Banning,  August  1, 1991 

1.  Projections  in  the  1989  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  Plan  incorporate  assump- 
tions adopted  by  the  Southern  California  Association  of  Governments  in  the  Regional 
Growth  Management  Plan.  These  plans  call  for  implementation  of  a “jobs/housing” 
balance  strategy  which  involves  achieving  a target  ratio  between  the  growth  in  primary 
employment  and  the  growth  of  housing  units  within  the  various  subregional  areas  in  the 
SCAG  sphere  of  influence,  some  of  which  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  South  Coast 
Air  Quality  Management  District.  The  ratio  reflects  performance  goals  that  demonstrate 
progress  leading  to  reduced  work-related  commutes  and  improved  air  quality,  and  it  is 
primarily  based  on,  and  related  to,  regional  transportation  and  land  use  patterns,  not  on 
localized  pollution  concentrations.  Banning  is  located  in  the  Central  Riverside  County 
urbanizing  subregional  area,  for  which  the  projected,  manageable  increases  are  139,700 
jobs  and  168,800  housing  units  between  the  years  1984  and  2010.  These  targets  will  not 
be  affected  by  the  project.  In  addition,  the  project  is  consistent  with  the  concept  included 
in  AQMP  measure  D-2,  “Out-of-Basin  Transportation  of  Biodegradable  Solid  Waste.” 

2.  From  Response  0004-1  above,  it  is  clear  that  the  project  will  not  directly  or  indirectly 
affect  land  use  planning  targets  for  Banning.  The  air  quality  impacts  of  the  project  are 
recognized  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  indirect  effects  on  society  and  the  economy  due  to 
air  pollution  are  regional  or,  in  some  cases,  global  in  nature  and  are  the  basis  for  all 
statutory  efforts  to  reduce  air  pollution.  Health  and  other  effects  are  summarized  in  the 
AQMP  (SCAQMD  1989:1-3  through  1-5)  and  not  repeated  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

3.  The  discussion  of  noise  impacts  (page  543)  indicates  that  at  maximum  operation,  12  trains 
per  day  would  increase  Community  Noise  Equivalent  Levels  along  the  Southern  Pacific 
rail  line  by  approximately  0.7  decibel.  This  result  is  less  than  the  uncertainty  of  typical 
noise  calculations  and  less  than  what  can  normally  be  discerned  by  people.  The  increase, 
therefore,  is  not  considered  significant  and  would  not  increase  mitigation  requirements 
for  any  other  projects  located  along  the  rail  line. 

4.  If  recyclable  materials  are  stored  at  the  project  site,  returning  trains  would  occasionally 
transport  them  back  from  the  project  site  to  the  metropolitan  area.  Beyond  that  measure, 
it  is  unknown  whether  or  not  the  increase  of  east-to-west  rail  traffic  would  promote  the 
development  of  a new  container  handling  yard  for  truck-to-train  transfers  or  the  devel- 
opment of  any  other  uses  that  would  take  advantage  of  the  rail  service  associated  with 
the  project.  Southern  Pacific  and  other  rail  companies  already  provide  rail  transport  into, 
as  well  as  out  of,  the  southern  California  region.  It  is,  therefore,  not  clear  that  the 
availability  of  empty  containers  traveling  westbound  would  improve  transport  service. 
Because  of  the  speculative  nature  of  such  discussions,  they  were  not  included  the  draft 
EIS/EIR. 
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DOCUMENT  0005  Letter  from  City  of  Banning,  August  8, 1991 

1.  The  transportation  appendix  (Appendix  D)  referenced  discussions  with  the  Public 
Utilities  Commission  staff  in  which  excessive  rail-caused  delays  were  identified  in  the 
Alameda  corridor  serving  the  Port  of  Los  Angeles.  The  delays  in  this  area  were  used  as 
the  benchmark  to  identify  significant  impacts  for  rail-caused  delays  in  surface  street 
traffic  (Appendix  D of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  page  14).  For  the  city  of  Banning,  the  four 
at-grade  crossings  in  question  (Sunset  Avenue,  22nd  Street,  San  Gorgonio  Avenue,  and 
Hargrave  Street)  would  experience  cumulative  delays  ranging  from  0.06  to  0. 1 1 vehicle 
hour,  much  less  than  the  1-3  vehicle  hours  used  as  the  benchmark.  The  maximum  average 
delay  for  a single  vehicle  at  any  one  grade  crossing  in  Banning  would  be  one  minute. 
This  delay  time  is  not  considered  a significant  impact,  and  hence,  no  mitigation  is 
required. 

2.  See  Response  0005-1.  The  reconstruction  of  two  (2)  at-grade  crossings  in  Banning  is 
not  required  or  recommended  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT  0006  Letter  from  Dorothy  Harte,  July  29, 1991 

This  letter  was  mailed  to  both  the  Riverside  Planning  Department  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 

Management  area  offices.  The  concerns  expressed  in  these  letters  are  similar  in  nature  and 

thus,  for  the  sake  of  economy,  appear  only  once  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  and  are  addressed  below. 

All  letters  submitted  are  on  file  at  the  County  and  the  BLM  area  offices. 

1.  Pages  4 and  106  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discuss  the  recently  enacted  state  legislation 
(AB  939)  which  establishes  a mandatory  program  to  divert  residential  solid  waste  from 
the  landfills  through  recycling  and  waste  reduction  programs.  Toward  this  end,  the  City 
of  Los  Angeles  has  recently  adopted  an  ordinance  which  requires  the  diversion  of 
recyclable  municipal  materials,  though  industrial  and  high-density  residential  waste  is 
excluded.  These  measures  have  been  taken  to  reduce  the  amount  of  solid  waste  entering 
our  landfills.  Additional  waste  diversion  programs  are  identified  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
(pages  108  and  109),  including  recycling,  yard  waste  composting,  and  source  reduction. 
However,  the  need  for  a large-scale  or  a number  of  smaller-scale  landfill  projects  in  the 
region  would  still  be  present.  Therefore,  waste  diversion  programs  are  considered  but 
eliminated  from  detailed  analysis  as  feasible  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  in  the 
draft  EIS/EIR. 

2.  The  project  description  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  13)  proposes  to  transport  a maximum 
of  20,000  tons  per  day  of  solid  waste  generated  from  Los  Angeles,  San  Bernardino, 
Riverside,  and  Orange  counties  to  the  proposed  landfill.  Additionally,  the  proposed 
project  is  a Class  HI  landfill  which  would  only  accept  nonhazardous  municipal  solid 
waste. 
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3.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

4.  Please  refer  to  Response  0006-1  above. 

5.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

6.  Please  refer  to  Response  0006-1  above.  Also,  Section  I.B.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  4) 
discusses  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  proposed  project. 

DOCUMENT  0007  Letter  from  Hon.  Steve  Clute  (Assemblyman  D-68,  Riverside 

County),  July  30, 1991 

1.  This  comment  refers  to  the  fact  that  not  all  truck  impacts  resulting  from  the  project  can 
be  quantified  (as  explained  on  page  155  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  To  clarify  the  truck 
impacts  at  this  stage  of  the  project,  the  letter  proposes  three  options  regarding  truck  traffic. 
Each  option  is  addressed  in  the  responses  below. 

2.  Option  1 . Eliminate  the  trucking  component  of  the  project  entirely.  The  Proposed  Action 
with  Rail  Access  Only  alternative  (page  75  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR)  describes  this  alterna- 
tive. The  impacts  associated  with  this  alternative  are  described  for  each  issue  in  the 
Environmental  Consequences  section  starting  on  page  317. 

3.  Option  2.  Require  all  trucks  associated  with  the  project  to  use  cleaner  fuels.  The 
mitigation  measures  proposed  in  the  Air  Quality  section  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  call  for  all 
trucks,  trains,  and  on-site  equipment  to  use  fuels  which  comply  with  all  applicable 
California  Air  Resources  Board  regulations.  These  measures  may  be  found  in  pages 
379-385  of  the  draft  document.  Application  of  this  requirement  to  on-highway  trucks  in 
conjunction  with  other  regulatory  programs  of  the  CARB  and  SCAQMD  is  discussed  in 
the  air  quality  appendix  (Sierra  Research  1990:105-108). 

A brief  explanation  of  why  new  emission  reduction  technologies  are  not  yet  feasible  is 
included  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  on  pages  385-386.  However,  should  any  of  these  technol- 
ogies be  required  by  applicable  federal,  state,  or  local  regulations,  the  applicant  would 
take  steps  to  comply  with  these  regulations  as  expeditiously  as  possible.  Given  the 
duration  of  the  project,  the  application  of  some  of  the  technologies  is  likely,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  predict  which  additional  control  measures  may  be  required  or  at  what  point 
in  time. 

4.  Option  3.  Reduce  truck  traffic  to  50  or  fewer.  Two  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action 
are  described  in  the  EIS/EIR  (pages  74  and  75)  which  would  reduce  the  daily  truck 
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volume  associated  with  the  proposed  landfill.  At  maximum  operations,  the  Reduced 
Landfill  Operations  alternative  would  reduce  the  daily  volume  of  solid  waste  entering 
the  landfill  via  truck  from  4,000  tons  per  day  to  2,000  tons  per  day.  Daily  truck  volume 
would  be  reduced  from  200  to  100.  The  Proposed  Action  with  Rail  Access  Only 
alternative  would  eliminate  the  use  of  refuse  hauling  trucks  to  the  proposed  landfill  site. 
Project  impacts  associated  with  these  alternatives  are  addressed  for  each  issue  in  the 
Environmental  Consequences  section  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  starting  on  page  317. 

It  should  be  noted  that  since  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  MRC  has  proposed 
that  truck  traffic  to  the  project  site  be  reduced  from  200  to  100  round  trips  daily  and  in 
three  years  to  eliminate  all  but  those  trucks  serving  the  desert  cities  (not  to  exceed  100). 
This  would  account  for  total  traffic  on  Eagle  Mountain  Road  and  its  extension  of  up  to 
285  daily  trips,  which  includes  not  only  trucks  transporting  refuse  but  also  employee 
travel  and  delivery  and  service  vehicles.  This  is  not  considered  a significant  traffic 
impact.  See  Section  II.B.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a discussion  on  the  modification  in 
truck  traffic. 

5.  A detailed  discussion  of  potential  measures  to  reduce  diesel  electric  locomotive  emissions 

is  included  in  the  air  quality  appendix  (Sierra  Research  1990:108-116).  Measures 
believed  applicable  to  the  project  are  identified  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  on  page  380.  Other 
measures  in  the  research  stage  are  noted  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  385)  and  described 
more  fully  in  the  air  quality  appendix.  In  addition.  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  has  been 
revised  to  include  a feasibility  study  to  evaluate  the  potential  for  use  of  diesel  engines 
with  selective  catalytic  reduction  (SCR)  or  natural  gas  fuels  to  reduce  locomotive  NOx 
emissions  associated  with  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway.  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  is 
contained  in  the  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program  located  in  Section  n.C.  of 
the  final  EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT  0008  Letter  from  Clifford  D.  Threm,  July  27, 1991 

This  letter  was  mailed  to  both  the  Riverside  Planning  Department  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 

Management  area  offices.  The  concerns  expressed  in  these  letters  are  similar  in  nature  and 

thus,  for  the  sake  of  economy,  appear  only  once  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  and  are  addressed  below. 

All  letters  submitted  are  on  file  at  the  County  and  the  BLM  area  offices. 

1.  Potential  site  suitability  is  not  related  to  decomposition  rates,  which  vary  greatly  in 
landfills. 

2.  Uses  of  groundwater  in  the  Chuckwalla  Basin  are  described  on  pages  115  and  137-141 
of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Potential  impacts  are  discussed  on  pages  318-320,  control  measures 
are  discussed  on  pages  320-322,  and  monitoring  and  enforcement  responsibility  are 
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discussed  on  pages  322-323.  Given  the  control  and  enforcement  measures  proposed,  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  concludes  that  groundwater  impacts  would  not  be  significant. 

DOCUMENT  0009  Letter  from  City  of  El  Segundo,  July  25, 1991 

1.  The  increased  emissions  to  both  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  and  the  Southeast  Desert  Air 
Basin  caused  by  the  transportation  of  solid  waste  materials  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill 
are  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  are  found  to  be  significant  and  not  entirely 
mitigated.  More  detailed  analysis  and  regulation  of  some  emissions  will  be  part  of  the 
SCAQMD  permit  process  applicable  to  the  project. 

DOCUMENT  0010  Letter  from  Rolfe  E.  Tandberg,  July,  19, 1991 

1 . This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR;  however, 

to  correct  some  misinformation  in  the  letter  to  Mrs.  Briggs,  it  should  be  noted  that  the 
project  is  southeast  of  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  and  at  its  closest  point  is 
approximately  8,000  feet  south  of  the  boundary.  The  risk,  if  any,  from  toxic  air 
contaminants  associated  with  the  project  would  occur  in  the  community  of  Eagle 
Mountain,  not  in  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  or  the  community  of  Joshua  Tree, 
which  is  approximately  60  miles  to  the  northwest  of  the  project  site.  See  Response 
0003-1. 

DOCUMENT  0011  Letter  from  Edith  Christopher,  August  5, 1991 

1 . The  suggestion  made  in  this  comment  to  use  existing  landfill  sites  as  recycling  and  waste 

recovery  centers  falls  under  the  category  of  project  alternatives  called  Waste  Diversion 
Programs  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  105).  The  specific  idea  of  establishing  recycling 
centers  at  existing  landfills  is  discussed  on  page  107.  As  with  other  waste  diversion 
programs,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  concluded  that  there  will  continue  to  be  a need  for  additional 
landfill  capacity  in  southern  California  even  with  the  full  implementation  of  feasible 
recycling  programs.  For  this  reason,  this  category  of  alternatives  was  not  analyzed  in 
detail. 

DOCUMENT  0012  Letter  from  Lilly  and  Manuel  Romero,  July  25, 1991 

1.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  concludes  that  the  air  quality  in  both  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  (Los 
Angeles)  and  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  (Coachella  Valley)  will  be  degraded  by 
increased  emissions  resulting  from  the  project’s  truck  and  train  traffic  and  on-site 
equipment.  Prevailing  winds  are  generally  from  the  west  to  the  east;  emissions  generated 
on-site,  therefore,  would  not  be  expected  to  regularly  affect  the  Coachella  Valley. 
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Emissions  from  trains  and  on-highway  trucks,  however,  would  contribute  to  air  pollution 
levels  in  Coachella  Valley. 

DOCUMENT  0013  Letter  from  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Evaluation  Committee, 

July  8, 1991 

This  document  was  mailed  to  both  the  Riverside  Planning  Department  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 

Management  area  offices;  however,  for  the  sake  of  economy  it  appears  only  once  in  the 

comment  letters  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  and  is  addressed  under  this  document  number  below. 

1.  This  newsletter  is  a brief  synopsis  of  several  public  meetings  sponsored  by  the  Eagle 
Mountain  Landfill  Evaluation  Committee  outlining  the  major  issues  which  this  commit- 
tee intends  to  examine  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  It  does  not  comment  on  the  adequacy  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  and  does  not  require  a response  at  this  time. 

DOCUMENT  0014  Editorial  from  The  Press  Enterprise,  date  of  publication  August  2, 

1991 

1.  Document  14  is  a set  of  two  editorial  letters  which  apparendy  address  the  concerns  of 
the  individual  who  sent  them.  The  issue  of  an  accident  involving  a Southern  Pacific  train 
carrying  trash  is  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  352-353).  The  issue  of  transport- 
ing solid  waste  from  outside  the  county  of  Riverside  for  disposal  inside  the  county  is  a 
policy  question  which  must  be  decided  by  County  officials.  See  page  9 of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT  0015  Letter  from  California  State  Lands  Commission,  August  5, 1991 

1.  This  comment  correctly  adds  detail  to  the  text  at  the  end  of  Section  III.E.  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  by  making  reference  to  lands  within  the  project  boundary  which  fall  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  State  Lands  Commission  (SLC).  This  paragraph  should  read  as 
follows: 


e.  State  Lands  Commission  (page  191  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  The  State  Lands 
Commission  (SLC)  staff  has  determined  that  there  are  State  interests  in  certain 
parcels  within  the  area  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  of  the  Mine  Reclamation 
Corporation.  In  particular,  the  project  appears  to  involve  the  following  state-owned 
lands  and  interest  in  lands  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  SLC: 
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SLC  Parcel  No. 

DescriDtion/Subdivisions 

Interest 

Assessor’s 
Parcel  No. 

233-011 

T3S,  R13E,  S36,  SBM; 
Lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  6,  7,  8 

Full  Fee 

701-32-05, 

06,21,22 

233-577 

T3S,  R14E,  S36,  SBM; 

Lots  1-11,  N2NW4,  W2NE4 

Reserved 

Minerals 

701-38-06, 
07,  15 

236-540 

T6S,  R14E,  S16,  SBM; 
W2W2 

Reserved 

Minerals 

811-08-07 

237-523 

T7S,  R12E,  S36,  SBM; 
SE4NW4 

Reserved 

Minerals 

719-13-02 

These  state-owned  lands  are  part  of  the  State’s  School  Land  Grant  and  are  managed, 
by  law,  for  the  economic  benefit  of  the  State  Teachers’  Retirement  System  (STRS). 
A lease  or  permit  will  be  necessary  for  their  use  in  the  proposed  project. 

2.  There  are  no  materials  recovery  facilities  or  transfer  stations  proposed  with  this  project  or 

authorized  by  any  discretionary  permits  anticipated  for  this  project  (see  pages  xx  and  xxi 
in  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  Precise  locations,  designs,  and  operational  details  for  future  MRFs 
are  unknown  at  this  time.  For  these  reasons,  the  effects  of  MRFs  are  considered 
secondary  or  indirect  effects  of  the  project.  In  order  to  address  these  effects  to  a 
reasonable  extent,  a typical  network  or  scenario  for  MRF  locations  was  assumed  (see 
page  150  and  Figure  49).  The  operation  of  a typical  transfer  station  is  discussed  on  pages 
48-49  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  environmental  effects  of  the  transfer  stations  are 
analyzed  to  the  extent  reasonably  possible,  in  discussions  on  pages  311-312,  344,  351, 
353,  356-358,  360,  373-374,  387,  391,  540,  572,  579,  and  600.  If  an  existing  transfer 
station’s  capacity  to  accept  waste  is  increased  due  to  establishing  a contract  to  haul  waste 
to  Eagle  Mountain,  additional  environmental  evaluation  would  be  required. 

3.  See  Response  0015-1  above. 

DOCUMENT  0016  Letter  from  City  of  San  Bernardino,  August  14, 1991 

1.  It  is  estimated  that  approximately  one-half  of  truck  transported  waste  would  come  from 
within  Riverside  County  and  the  other  one-half  from  San  Bernardino  County  (draft 
EIS/EIR  page  362).  It  should  be  noted  that  since  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR, 
the  truck  portion  of  the  proposed  project  has  been  reduced  by  one-half,  from  200  to  100 
round  trips  daily.  This  means  that  truck  traffic  originating  from  San  Bernardino  County 
would  amount  to  no  more  than  50  round  trips  a day.  Furthermore,  all  truck  traffic 
originating  west  of  the  Coachella  Valley  and  the  desert  communities  would  be  eliminated 
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within  three  years  of  project  commencement.  See  Section  ILB.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for 
a discussion  of  the  proposed  reduction  in  truck  traffic. 

The  truck  traffic  using  I- 10  originating  west  of  the  city  of  San  Bernardino  will  be  direct 
hauling  for  approximately  150  miles  to  the  landfill  site  at  Eagle  Mountain.  Only  on  a 
rare  occasion  would  such  a hauler  be  likely  to  use  the  truck  stop  at  the  intersection  of 
Hunt’s  Lane  and  Redlands  Boulevard  for  such  a short  haul.  Again,  all  of  this  traffic  will 
cease  after  three  years. 

DOCUMENT  0017  Letter  from  Carol  and  Duane  Johnson,  July  31, 1991 

1.  See  Response  0001-8  and  25  for  a discussion  of  measures  that  would  protect  the  area’s 
groundwater  resources  from  degradation.  In  addition,  project  phasing,  the  dry  climatic 
conditions  and  waste  characteristics,  and  the  daily  compacted  soil  cover  of  refuse  would 
minimize  the  amount  of  leachate  generated.  Additionally,  a thorough  discussion  of  the 
discharge  of  water  during  mining  operations  and  groundwater  use  in  the  project  vicinity 
occurs  on  pages  118-127  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

2.  Although  it  is  possible  that  gulls  could  be  attracted  to  the  landfill  site,  of  greater  concern 
is  the  regional  raven  population.  Gulls  confme  most  of  their  activity  to  the  vicinity  of 
water  (i.e.,  Salton  Sea,  over  50  miles  from  the  landfill  site),  whereas  ravens,  being  more 
adapted  to  the  desert  environment,  are  likely  more  wide-ranging.  Gulls  have  not  been 
documented  to  use  the  Desert  Center  landfill  currently  in  operation,  but  ravens  are  known 
to  be  present.  Also,  gulls  have  never  been  documented  to  prey  upon  the  desert  tortoise, 
whereas,  ravens  have.  The  mitigation  plan  for  the  project  involves  monitoring  programs 
for  tortoise  and  raven  populations  and  a raven  control  program.  Mitigation  measures 
proposed  for  raven  control  will  be  implemented  in  at  least  two  phases,  a passive  and  an 
active  phase.  The  passive  control  phase  involves  daily  trash  burial,  hazing,  and  possibly 
the  use  of  a new  bird  repellent  applied  to  the  refuse.  The  active  control  phase  would  only 
be  implemented  if  raven  numbers  continue  to  increase  despite  passive  controls.  Active 
control  measures  include  raven  nest  destruction,  possible  capture  and  translocation  of 
ravens,  shooting,  and  poisoning.  Should  it  become  clear  that  gulls  are  posing  a threat  to 
the  tortoise  population,  they  could  be  included  in  the  control  program.  Daily  refuse  burial 
and  other  control  measures  will  greatly  reduce  the  likelihood  of  large  population  increases 
of  these  birds.  Discussions  of  these  mitigation  plans  are  found  on  pages  447-451  in  the 
draft  EIS/EIR,  pages  70-71  and  83-84  in  the  biological  technical  report  (Appendix  F). 
Also  see  the  Biological  Assessment  (Appendix  N of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 

3.  The  concentration  of  air  pollution  will  be  greatest  at  the  landfill  site,  where  evidence  of 
desert  tortoise  activity  is  very  meager.  Most  tortoise  activity  is  south  of  I- 10  and  in  Joshua 
Tree  National  Monument,  where  any  landfill-generated  airborne  pollution  will  be 
significantly  dispersed.  Little  or  no  scientific  research  has  been  conducted  on  the 
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tolerance  of  the  desert  tortoise,  or  the  plants  it  forages  on,  to  air  pollution.  Past  mining 
activity  generated  dust  and  vehicle  exhaust,  as  will  the  proposed  landfill,  but  did  not 
appear  to  significantly  affect  local  vegetation.  Gases  generated  by  organic  decomposi- 
tion in  the  landfill  are  not  corrosive  and  most  will  be  collected  and  processed  by  a landfill 
gas  collection  system.  No  significant  impacts  to  native  vegetation,  or  the  desert  tortoise, 
are  expected  from  air  pollution  generated  by  the  proposed  landfill. 

4.  As  with  the  tortoise,  little  or  no  research  has  been  conducted  on  the  effects  of  air  pollution 
on  desert  bighorn  sheep.  It  is  believed  that  once  the  proposed  new  water  sources  are 
installed  for  the  sheep  in  the  Eagle  Mountains,  they  will  spend  much  less  time  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  landfill  site,  thus  reducing  exposure  to  potential  air  pollution. 
No  evidence  exists  that  sheep  were  significantly  adversely  affected  by  air  pollution 
generated  from  past  iron  ore  mining  operations. 

5.  On  the  contrary,  the  primary  air  pollutants  associated  with  past  mining  activities  were 
particulates  from  ground  disturbance  and  material  handling,  vehicle  emissions  from 
heavy  equipment  (although  the  mine  also  used  several  electric  shovels),  and  locomotive 
emissions  from  ore  trains.  These  are  similar  to  landfill-generated  pollutants.  The  landfill 
would  also  generate  gas  from  decomposition  of  organic  material,  which  is  not  expected 
to  be  corrosive.  Landfill  gas  impacts  and  mitigation  are  discussed  on  pages  334-338, 
376,  and  382. 

6.  The  existing  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  has  been  recently  inspected  and  determined  to  be 
in  relatively  good  condition  and  capable  of  supporting  the  anticipated  train  loads.  Minor 
repairs,  upgrades,  and  maintenance  will  be  necessary  prior  to  the  commencement  of  rail 
operations.  Specific  activities  associated  with  railroad  operations  are  required  and 
include  track  realignment  and  replacement,  tie  replacement,  ballast  regulation,  culvert 
maintenance,  bridge  repair,  vegetation  control,  oiler  maintenance,  and  endangered 
species  protection.  The  details  of  these  activities  are  described  on  pages  46  through  48 
of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  rail  line  would  be  inspected  and  maintained  on  a regular  basis. 

7 . Train  emissions  were  calculated  based  on  estimates  of  fuel  consumption,  with  corrections 
for  locomotive  types  and  grades,  as  discussed  by  Sierra  Research  (1990:75-76). 

8.  During  the  beginning  operations  of  the  landfill  (Phase  I),  no  more  than  one  trainload  of 
refuse  per  day  and  approximately  60  trucks  per  day  would  be  incoming  to  the  Phase  I 
container  handling  yard.  A description  of  this  phase  of  the  project’s  operation  is  provided 
on  pages  35-40  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Discussion  of  the  updating  of  the  railroad  occurs 
on  pages  46-48.  The  protection  of  the  desert  tortoise  along  the  railroad  is  also  discussed 
on  page  48  and  in  the  biological  section  (IV.G.l)  of  the  draft  document.  It  is  possible 
that  the  Phase  I container  handling  facility  may  be  bypassed  for  use  as  a container 
handling  area.  Under  this  scenario,  the  Phase  II  container  handling  facility  would  be 
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constructed  and  used  when  the  landfill  first  opens,  and  the  Phase  I area  would  instead 
become  a maintenance  area. 

9.  As  described  on  page  50  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  unit  trains  serving  the  landfill  would 
consist  of  one  or  more  locomotives  carrying  up  to  14  railcars.  Each  train  would  be  less 
than  4,000  feet  long  and  carry  approximately  3,500  tons  of  refuse.  This  length  is 
somewhat  shorter  than  most  main  line  trains  and  approximately  the  same  length  as  the 
trains  previously  used  by  Kaiser.  The  trainloads  of  solid  waste  material  would  be 
considerably  lighter  than  those  which  transported  iron  ore  during  the  former  mining 
operations.  The  present  track  alignment  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  consists  of 
heavy-gauge  track  which  was  originally  installed  to  accommodate  the  heavy  loads 
transported  for  mining  operations  and  is  considered  more  than  adequate  to  bear  the  loads 
of  the  unit  trains  serving  the  landfill.  In  the  event  of  derailment,  the  potential  for  a 
runaway  train  to  occur  would  be  minimal.  Unlike  the  mining  operations  which  trans- 
ported the  loaded  trains  downhill,  the  full  trains  en  route  to  the  landfill  would  be  traveling 
uphill.  If  derailment  occurs  while  transporting  the  refuse  uphill,  the  train’s  ability  to  stop 
would  be  far  greater  than  if  the  full  load  was  going  downhill. 

In  the  event  of  a rail  accident,  the  emergency  response  plan  would  be  enacted.  Public 
Safety  of  the  Public  Health  and  Safety  section  (see  pages  147-148  and  351-355  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR)  discusses  the  risk  accidental  spillage  of  nonhazardous  compacted  munic- 
ipal waste  poses  to  public  health  and  safety.  With  implementation  of  mitigation  measures 
such  as  providing  staff  to  assist  in  the  removal  of  spilled  waste  in  the  event  of  an  accident, 
public  safety  impacts  due  to  accidental  spillage  would  be  below  a level  of  significance. 

10.  Subsequent  to  publication  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  MRC  proposed  that  truck  traffic  to  the 
project  site  be  reduced  to  100  round  trips  daily  and  in  three  years  to  eliminate  all  but 
those  trucks  serving  the  desert  cities  (not  to  exceed  100).  See  Section  II.B.2  of  the  final 
EIS/EIR  for  a discussion  of  the  proposed  reduction  in  truck  traffic.  The  increased  truck 
traffic  on  Indio  hill  on  eastbound  I- 10  due  to  the  proposed  project  (100  trucks)  would 
amount  to  approximately  one  percent  of  the  average  daily  traffic.  This  is  not  considered 
a significant  traffic  impact.  Please  see  pages  362-363  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

11.  See  Response  0012-1.  Emissions  from  on-highway  trucks  associated  with  the  project 
were  estimated  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  are  summarized  in  Table  25  and  in  Table  28  of 
Appendix  E.  This  table  has  been  revised  as  Table  28  in  Appendix  M,  Attachment  5,  of 
the  final  EIS/EIR.  The  reduction  of  truck  traffic  from  200  to  100  trucks  would  reduce 
air  quality  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  project,  but  not  to  a level  below 
significance.  The  air  basins  in  which  the  project  occurs  would  continue  to  be  in 
nonattainment  even  without  the  project. 
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12.  All  trucks  used  in  the  project  would  be  required  to  meet  federal,  state,  and  local  operating 
standards.  These  trucks  will  not  be  “average  trash  trucks”  or  conventional  compactor- 
haulers  that  provide  local  trash  collection  services.  As  explained  throughout  the  report, 
they  would  be  heavy-duty  truck  and  semitrailer  combinations  similar  to  those  commonly 
in  use  for  long-haul  truck  transport. 

13.  Maintenance  by  Caltrans  of  the  state  highway  system  is  funded  by  fuel  taxes  and  other 
sources.  Economic  effects  of  the  project  relative  to  the  county  of  Riverside  are  discussed 
on  page  476  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  A fiscal  analysis  of  the  proposed  project’s  effect  on 
the  County  by  the  County  of  Riverside  Administrative  Office  concludes  that  there  will 
be  a net  positive  fiscal  benefit.  This  analysis  was  presented  to  the  County  Planning 
Commission  on  February  26,  1992,  in  a public  hearing. 

14.  The  capacity  of  the  project  (20,000  tons  per  day)  was  established  based  on  projected 
operating  parameters  at  the  proposed  landfill  site,  not  on  anticipated  waste  generation  in 
Los  Angeles  County.  Projections  of  solid  waste  flows  and  disposal  capacities  in  the 
various  southern  California  counties  are  summarized  on  pages  4-5  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
Updated  projections  are  provided  in  Section  I.B.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  Please  refer  to 
Response  0006-1  for  a discussion  of  state  and  local  recycling  programs  and  other  efforts 
to  reduce  solid  waste  volumes.  Refuse  destined  for  landfilling  at  Eagle  Mountain  must 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  AB  939,  the  “Recycling  Bill.”  Such  compliance  means 
that  the  refuse  has  been  subjected  to  an  inspection  program  to  ensure  the  adequate 
removal  of  recyclables  and  hazardous  materials.  If  refuse  does  not  comply,  it  will  not 
be  taken  to  Eagle  Mountain. 

The  County  and  MRC  are  currently  discussing  how  to  condition  the  project  to  continue 
to  accept  waste  in  the  event  of  an  emergency  situation.  If  such  an  agreement  is  reached, 
refuse  which  has  not  been  processed  by  a MRF  may  be  accepted  at  Eagle  Mountain  under 
emergency  circumstances  only. 

15.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

16.  This  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence,  no 
response  is  necessary. 

17.  Dispersion  modeling  done  for  the  air  quality  analysis  used  a worst-case  analysis  for  local 
wind  patterns  and  speeds  and  atmospheric  stability.  This  is  explained  on  page  408  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  and  in  the  air  quality  Appendix  E (Sierra  Research  1990:59-60).  Since 
the  draft  EIS/EIR  was  completed,  on-site  atmospheric  data  was  collected  and  is  included 
in  Appendix  M,  Attachment  7,  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 
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18.  The  issue  of  public  health  is  discussed  in  various  sections  throughout  the  report  (see 
Sections  IV. B.  and  IV.D.3).  This  specific  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or 
accuracy  of  these  discussions.  No  response  is  necessary. 

19.  The  original  application  covered  approximately  9,800  acres,  but  early  in  the  processing 
of  the  applications  it  was  decided  to  reduce  the  boundaries  of  the  application  to  include 
only  4,695  acres.  The  remaining  land,  outside  of  the  Specific  Plan  boundaries,  remain 
under  current  zoning  of  M-R-A  and  are  subject  to  the  development  standards  established 
in  the  County  General  Plan  for  this  area.  The  only  permitted  uses  allowed  would  be  those 
described  in  County  Ordinance  No.  348  for  that  zone,  and  those  described  in  the  General 
Plan’s  Open  Space  and  Conservation  designations  of  “Mineral  Resources”  and 
“Mountainous.” 

Storage  of  containers  on-site  would  be  limited  to  Planning  Area  4 of  the  Specific  Plan 
(see  Figure  16  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  This  area  would  serve  as  a temporary  storage  for 
recyclable  materials  recovered  from  the  waste  stream  at  MRFs  near  the  wasteshed  for 
which  there  is  no  immediate  market.  Storage  of  the  containers  would  be  limited  to  this 
area.  The  details  of  this  storage  area  are  presented  on  page  41  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
Recyclables  destined  for  Eagle  Mountain  will  be  shipped  and  stored  in  closed  containers, 
identical  with  those  being  used  for  the  shipment  of  waste.  These  containers  will  be 
prominently  labeled  as  containing  recyclables  for  storage.  The  rear  closure  on  the 
container  is  a tight-fitting  latched  door  that  will  prevent  leakage.  The  closing  mechanism 
on  each  container  will  be  sealed  to  prevent  unauthorized  opening  and  to  ensure  that  the 
latching  mechanism  is  firmly  engaged.  Recyclable  materials  having  the  potential  to  be 
stored  at  the  site  do  not  include  chemicals,  as  suggested  in  this  comment. 

20.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  wastewater  disposal  on  pages  41,  65,  and  529-530.  Wash 
water  will  be  collected  and  treated  to  make  it  suitable  for  reuse  for  dust  control.  The 
container  washing  process  is  discussed  on  page  41  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

21.  Issues  raised  in  this  comment  do  not  relate  to  the  contents  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The 
project  proposal  does  not  include  the  disposal  of  hazardous  wastes  on-site  as  implied  by 
this  comment.  Waste  Management,  Inc.  is  a private  company  which  is  involved  with  the 
Amboy  Railcycle  project  described  on  pages  81-86  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  not  with  the 
Eagle  Mountain  project.  The  Riverside  County  Waste  Management  Department  is  an 
agency  within  the  Riverside  County  government.  These  are  two  separate  and  distinct 
entities.  Also,  while  a great  amount  of  inert  solid  waste  left  over  from  the  mining 
operations  is  present  throughout  the  project  site,  there  has  been  no  extensive  dumping  of 
household  or  municipal  solid  waste  on  the  property. 

22.  See  Response  0006-1.  Collier  County,  Florida,  has  developed  a process  for  recovering 
(mining)  and  recycling  materials  deposited  in  a sanitary  landfill.  The  mined  area  has  the 


194 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EER 


DOCUMENT  0018 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


DOCUMENT  0020 


material  removed  from  a vertical  open  face  using  a front-loader  or  a bucket  type  backhoe 
or  shovel.  LFG  is  dispersed  in  the  open  air.  The  mined  material  is  moved  to  a separation 
and  screening  plant.  The  mined  material  is  separated  into  (a)  dirt  cover  material, 
(b)  ferrous  metal,  (c)  plastic,  wood,  and  rubber,  and  (d)  oversized  reject  material.  The 
reject  material  is  recycled  to  the  plant.  The  dirt  material  is  transported  to  the  landfill 
where  is  reused  as  cover  material.  The  plastic,  wood,  and  rubber  (primarily  plastic 
material)  is  stockpiled  for  recycling  or  future  fuel  additive  to  a thermal  resource  recovery 
system.  The  ferrous  metal  is  stockpiled  for  future  sale. 

As  with  other  waste  diversion  processes,  this  process  could  extend  the  life  of  existing 
landfills;  however,  additional  landfill  capacity  would  still  be  required. 

23.  In  the  context  of  environmental  impact  documents,  “mitigate”  has  a variety  of  meanings 
which  go  beyond  the  dictionary  definition  and  which  relate  to  avoiding,  minimizing, 
reducing,  or  otherwise  compensating  for  the  adverse  effects  of  a project,  as  described  in 
California  Code  of  Regulations  Section  15370. 

DOCUMENT  0018  Letter  from  City  of  Fontana,  August  15, 1991 

1.  The  Colton  yard  transfer  station  was  used  as  a hypothetical  location.  See  Response 
0015-2. 

DOCUMENT  0019  Anonymous  flyer,  received  July  15, 1991 

1.  Please  refer  to  Response  0006-1  for  a discussion  of  state  and  local  recycling  programs 
and  other  efforts  to  reduce  solid  waste  volumes.  The  Eagle  Mountain  project  will  only 
indirectly  enforce  compliance  with  MRF  operators  for  the  removal  of  recyclables  (and 
hazardous  waste)  through  the  mechanism  of  not  accepting  residual  waste  unless  the 
recyclables  and  hazardous  wastes  have  been  removed.  Compliance  with  the  standards 
of  removal  will  be  enforced  by  on-site  inspectors  directed  by  and  with  authority  of  the 
local  enforcement  agency. 

DOCUMENT  0020  Letter  from  Christine  and  Vince  Samons,  Vicky  and  David 

DaVall,  Irene  and  Arthur  DaVall,  August  23, 1991 

1.  See  Response  0001-25. 

2.  No  significant  traffic  impacts  are  identified  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  due  to  the  volume  of 
truck  traffic  associated  with  the  proposed  project.  See  pages  362-367.  In  addition,  since 
the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  MRC  has  proposed  a reduction  in  trucks  from  200 
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to  100  round  trips  daily,  which  would  reduce  further  the  effects  of  traffic.  See  Section 
II.B.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a discussion  of  the  proposed  reduction  in  truck  traffic. 

3.  No  significant  train  traffic  impacts  are  identified  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (see  pages  356-362). 

4.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

5.  In  compliance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  and  the  California  Environ- 
mental Quality  Act,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  provides  a discussion  of  alternative  sites  to  the 
proposed  project  (Section  H.G.,  Analysis  of  Alternative  Sites,  page  77).  A total  of  seven 
alternative  sites  are  discussed  in  detail  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  While  NEPA  or  CEQA  do 
not  specify  the  number  of  sites  to  be  addressed,  a reasonable  range  of  sites  must  be 
evaluated  in  those  cases  where  consideration  of  an  alternate  is  warranted.  Five  additional 
sites  were  considered  but  eliminated  from  detailed  analysis  (see  page  105  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR).  No  site  near  Rice,  California,  was  considered. 

DOCUMENT  0021  Letter  from  Sierra  Club  - Angeles  Chapter,  August  20, 1991 

1 . On-site  atmospheric  data  was  collected  and  is  included  in  Appendix  M,  Attachment  7 of 
the  final  EIS/EIR.  More  importantly,  the  proposed  project  includes  several  operational 
procedures  to  control  windblown  debris.  These  are  discussed  on  pages  514-516  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR.  They  include  portable  litter  fencing  at  each  cell  of  the  working  face  of 
the  landfill,  daily  cover  of  at  least  six  inches  of  soil,  and  daily  compaction  of  the  soil  and 
deposited  waste. 

2.  Evaporation  of  water  from  landfill  refuse  would  not  be  expected  to  affect  significantly 
local  native  vegetation.  Given  the  aridity  and  wind  conditions  in  the  desert  environment, 
it  seems  likely  that  evaporated  moisture  would  be  dispersed  rapidly  into  the  atmosphere 
and  not  alter  significantly  local  ecological  niches.  Local  desert  flora  currently  exists  in 
close  proximity  to  standing  ponds  on,  or  in  the  vicinity  of,  the  proposed  landfill  site  with 
no  apparent  ill  effects.  Evaporation  rates  from  these  ponds  are  likely  to  be  greater  than 
that  anticipated  from  the  landfill. 

3.  See  Response  0001-97. 

4.  The  commenter  is  correct.  The  legend  should  read  6.5. 

5.  The  small  percentage  of  hazardous  materials  found  in  the  current  waste  stream  has  not 
been  processed  through  an  MRF  or  transfer  station.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  focuses  not  on 
the  percentage  but  on  the  detection  and  appropriate  disposal  of  hazardous  materials 
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encountered  in  the  waste  stream.  The  load-checking  program  which  removes  hazardous 
waste  from  the  wastestream  is  described  as  follows: 

Load-checking  of  incoming  refuse  would  occur  at  the  transfer  station  and  MRFs  to 
remove  hazardous  materials.  Each  transfer  station  and  MRF  would  initiate  their  own 
load-checking  program  as  required  under  the  facility  permit.  However,  as  part  of  the 
proposed  project,  MRC  would  institute  a periodic  inspection  program  at  the  landfill  to 
monitor  the  continued  compliance  and  effectiveness  of  the  load-checking  programs. 
Compliance  with  the  standards  of  removal  will  be  enforced  by  on-site  inspectors  directed 
by  and  with  the  authority  of  the  LEA  (County  of  Riverside  Department  of  Health). 

As  part  of  the  random  inspection  process  at  the  landfill,  the  LEA  will  designate  specific 
containers  as  loads  for  inspection.  These  containers  will  be  diverted  to  the  on-site  waste 
inspection  facility  for  thorough  inspection.  The  origin  of  loads  found  not  to  be  in 
compliance  will  be  noted  and  appropriate  actions  taken.  In  the  event  that  hazardous  or 
other  unacceptable  materials  are  identified  during  the  random  inspection  at  the  landfill, 
they  will  be  removed  from  the  site  by  properly  licensed  personnel.  The  responsible  party 
will  be  notified  that  the  wastes  were  illegally  deposited  at  the  site  and  will  be  charged 
for  the  disposal  costs  incurred.  All  incidents  will  be  reported  to  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
California  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  at  Palm  Desert  and  the  Riverside 
County  Health  Department. 

6.  A ballast  regulator  is  a machine  which  is  used  to  loosen,  level,  redistribute,  and  compact 
the  stone  and  rock  (ballast)  along  the  side  of  and  between  the  rail  tracks.  It  rides  on  the 
rails  while  performing  this  function. 

7.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  states  on  page  352-353  that  in  the  event  of  rail  service  interruption, 
650  trucks  per  day  would  be  required  to  handle  the  portion  of  the  refuse  normally  carried 
by  rail  at  full  capacity  of  20,000  tons  per  day.  However,  prior  to  shifting  to  the  use  of 
650  trucks,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  points  out  that  a surplus  of  containers  within  the  system 
can  be  used  to  load  and  store  refuse  temporarily  at  transfer  stations  or  to  store  containers 
at  rail  sidings  if  the  service  interruption  occurs  during  rail  haulage.  It  is  also  possible  to 
send  refuse  to  other  landfills  until  rail  service  is  resumed.  “This  additional  response 
would  help  ensure  steady  flow  of  refuse  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  site  or  to  alternate  area 
landfills  depending  upon  the  location  of  the  train  disruption”  (p.  353). 

8.  This  comment  is  correct — truck  traffic  can  be  expected  at  any  time  on  the  Eagle  Mountain 
Road  and  extension.  MRC  has  proposed  that  truck  traffic  to  the  project  site  be  reduced 
from  200  to  100  round  trips  daily  and  in  three  years  to  eliminate  all  but  those  trucks 
serving  the  desert  cities  (not  to  exceed  100).  This  would  account  for  total  traffic 
(including  existing  traffic  at  the  MWD  pump  station)  on  Eagle  Mountain  Road  and  its 
extension  of  up  to  285  daily  trips.  Most  of  this  traffic  would  occur  during  daylight  hours. 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EIR 


197 


DOCUMENT  0021 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


DOCUMENT  0021 


See  Section  II.B.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a discussion  of  the  reduction  in  truck  traffic. 
The  primary  effect  to  wildlife  would  not  be  headlight  glare,  but  physical  impact  with 
animals.  The  limited  number  of  vehicles,  the  35  miles  per  hour  speed  limit  and  driver 
awareness  program  will  reduce  such  potential  impacts  to  below  a level  of  significance. 

9.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  363)  states  that  the  proposed  project  would  generate  a two 
percent  increase  in  traffic  on  I- 10.  This  incremental  increase  in  traffic  is  not  considered 
a significant  traffic  impact.  Furthermore,  since  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR, 
MRC  has  proposed  to  reduce  the  round  trip  truck  traffic  from  200  to  100  which  would 
further  reduce  traffic  impacts.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  351)  states  that  the  project  itself 
and  the  operation  of  off-site  transfer  stations  to  serve  the  project  would  not  be  expected 
to  increase  the  frequency  of  accidents  involving  solid  waste  transport,  when  considered 
in  terms  of  accidents  per  ton-mile  of  transport.  Using  the  data  referenced  in  Table  10,  the 
following  computation  correctly  states  the  potential  accident  rate  comparison,  using  the 
following  assumptions: 

a.  The  round  trip  distance  is  150  miles  for  trucks.  However,  these  vehicles  are  loaded 
only  one  way.  This  means  that  the  ton-mile  accident  rates  cannot  be  used  directly. 

b.  Landfill  operations  will  only  be  conducted  312  days  per  year. 

2,000  tpd  x 312  days  x 75  miles  = 0.046  billion  ton  miles  per  year  at  56.6  truck 
accidents  per  year  = 2.63  accidents  per  year. 

10.  Culverts  have  been  installed  in  a few  locations  for  tortoise  use;  however,  to  date,  there 
have  been  no  long-term  scientific  studies  to  determine  their  effectiveness.  Anecdotal 
information  exists  indicating  that  tortoises  will  use  culverts  (e.g.,  presence  of  tracks,  scats, 
etc.).  The  BLM  has  proposed  a study  of  the  effectiveness  of  culverts,  but  no  data  have 
been  gathered.  The  proposal  for  culvert  installation  as  mitigation  for  this  project  was 
based  upon  BLM  recommendations  in  their  draft  report  on  desert  tortoise  mitigation 
measures.  Part  of  the  project  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program  involves  a 
monitoring  program  for  the  desert  tortoise,  including  monitoring  their  use  of  culverts 
(see  Section  ILC.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 

1 1 . The  recommendation  to  restock  the  site  with  the  nearest  suitable  genetic  strain  of  pupfish, 
in  the  event  of  a rail  accident,  was  made  by  biologists  at  the  BLM  and  CDFG. 

The  probability  of  a rail  accident  at  the  Salt  Creek  rail  line  bridge  is  extremely  low. 
During  the  approximate  40  years  of  operation  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  Mine  no  train 
accidents  occurred  at  this  site.  Reactivation  of  the  rail  bridge  is  not  judged  a significant 
impact,  and  the  new  environmental  impacts  associated  with  an  alternate  rail  line  route  is 
not  warranted. 
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12.  It  is  generally  estimated  that  the  adit  extension  will  be  250  feet  in  length.  The  pipe  will 
rise  at  right  angles  to  the  present  opening  to  avoid  settlement  forces.  The  bats  are 
currently  flying  at  least  4,000  feet  into  the  mine  tunnel  to  roost.  An  additional  250  feet 
is  not  expected  to  deter  them  from  using  the  mine. 

13.  The  response  to  this  question  is  highly  speculative.  MRC  would  probably  not  recapitalize 
a substitute  company.  In  the  event  of  bankruptcy  by  the  railway,  it  is  not  likely  that  rail 
service  would  be  interrupted  for  very  long  because  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
would  be  interested  in  retaining  the  rail  service  as  it  is  part  of  a larger  regional  system. 

14.  The  project  as  proposed  does  not  include  transfer  stations.  MRC  may,  in  the  future, 
develop  the  need  to  own  or  operate  one  or  more  transfer  stations.  If  this  is  the  case,  MRC 
would  be  required  to  complete  the  environmental  documentation  and  acquire  appropriate 
local  permits  for  each  transfer  station.  At  this  point  in  time,  MRC  does  not  plan  on 
owning  the  MRFs. 

15.  All  loads  of  refuse  destined  for  the  landfill  face  at  Eagle  Mountain  will  pass  through  a 
radioactive  detector  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  332).  This  highly  sensitive  radiation  monitor 
will  be  maintained  at  the  entry  area.  A constant  digital  readout  will  sound  an  audible 
alarm  for  radiation  detected  above  400  counts/minute.  Typical  background  radiation 
ranges  from  200  to  400  counts/minute.  Monitors  will  be  tested  weekly  and  calibrated 
annually. 

Upon  identification  of  a container  in  which  there  is  suspected  radioactive  material,  it  will 
be  off  loaded  at  the  tipping  floor  for  inspection  by  workers  using  hand-held  monitoring 
equipment.  When  located,  the  radioactive  material  will  be  manually  removed  to  an 
authorized  radioactive  waste  facility.  All  radioactive  material,  regardless  of  the  level  of 
radioactivity,  is  considered  hazardous  and  will  be  removed  from  the  waste  stream  upon 
detection.  The  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  may  reclassify  certain  low-level  radio- 
active waste  as  below  regulatory  concern;  however,  the  materials  landfilled  at  Eagle 
Mountain  must  comply  with  Chapter  15  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations. 

16.  Asa  requirement  of  the  new  federal  EPA  regulations  and  RWQCB,  MRC  proposes  that 
a composite  liner  consisting  of  a layer  of  low-permeability  soil  and  a high  density 
polyethylene  flexible  geomembrane  be  placed  over  the  entire  area  underlying  refuse.  See 
Response  0002-4  and  Section  n.B.l  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a more  detailed  description 
of  the  liner  characteristics. 

17.  The  average  railcar  turnaround  time  of  28-29  hours  is  per  train  trip.  It  is  not  an  average 
of  trips  over  six  or  seven  days. 

1 8.  Please  see  Response  002 1-16. 
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19.  Page  41  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  the  storage  of  recyclable  material  at  the  site.  The 
transport  and  storage  of  recyclable  materials  at  Eagle  Mountain  is  intended  to  be  a 
temporary  condition  while  recyclable  markets  are  depressed  or  in  development.  Al- 
though, theoretically,  10,000  tpd  of  recyclables  could  be  generated  from  the  daily  20,000 
tpd  trash  destined  for  Eagle  Mountain,  a substantial  amount  of  that  material  will  be 
immediately  shipped  to  manufacturers  which  use  the  recyclables  as  feed  stock.  The 
storage  of  recyclable  materials  would  occur  in  Planning  Area  4 of  the  Specific  Plan.  The 
storage  area  could  accommodate  roughly  12,000  double-stacked  containers  (40  feet  by 
8 feet  by  8 feet  each).  If  each  container  were  to  hold  20-25  tons,  this  would  represent 
240,000-300,000  tons  of  recyclables. 

Recyclables  sent  to  Eagle  Mountain  for  interim  storage  will  not  be  the  property  of  the 
Eagle  Mountain  project,  but  rather  the  property  of  recycling  firms  or  MRFs.  They  will 
be  transported  to  the  site  by  one  of  the  six  trains  per  day  serving  the  landfill.  When  the 
owner  requires  return  of  the  recyclables,  they  will  be  shipped  back  in  one  of  the  empty 
railcars  returning  from  the  site.  Refuse  destined  for  landfilling  at  Eagle  Mountain  must 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  AB  939,  the  “Recycling  Bill.”  Such  compliance  means 
that  the  refuse  has  been  subjected  to  an  inspection  program  to  ensure  the  adequate 
•removal  of  recyclables  and  hazardous  materials.  If  refuse  does  not  comply,  it  will  not 
be  taken  to  Eagle  Mountain. 

20.  The  entire  landfill  will  be  placed  under  negative  pressure  by  means  of  the  landfill  gas 
extraction  equipment.  It  was  conservatively  estimated  that  this  control  would  recover 
only  about  80  percent  of  the  LFG  produced.  It  was  also  assumed  that  the  remaining  20 
percent  of  the  LFG  would  not  be  recovered  for  incineration  in  the  flares  and  might  be 
available  for  release  into  the  atmosphere  or  groundwater.  In  fact,  more  than  95  percent 
of  LFG  is  routinely  recovered  in  modem  recovery  systems  (see  Response  0001-46). 
Because  the  entire  landfill  is  under  negative  pressure,  the  formation  of  pockets  of  LFG 
is  unlikely.  Even  if  pockets  do  form,  they  represent  no  hazard  because  they  will  be  fully 
contained  within  the  landfill  liner  system. 

21a.  The  laws  of  probability  underlie  the  statistical  nature  of  predicting  hydrologic  phenom- 
ena. By  definition,  a 100-year  storm  event  is  a level  of  expected  rainfall  intensity  which 
has  a chance  to  be  reached  or  exceeded  on  the  average  of  once  in  100  years.  In  any  one 
year,  the  probability  of  exceeding  this  level  of  precipitation  is  one  percent.  The 
recurrence  interval  is  reciprocal  of  the  annual  probability  of  exceedence.  For  any  given 
area,  the  intensity,  duration,  and  frequency  of  rainfall  has  been  charted  by  various 
agencies. 

The  measure  of  the  rainfall  associated  with  a 100-year  flood  is  made  only  to  allow 
calculations  of  the  volume  of  surface  water  runoff  that  must  be  accommodated  in  drainage 
works.  Regulations  specify  that  drainage  works  must  be  sized  to  accommodate  the 
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100-year  flood.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  drainage  facilities  at  Eagle  Mountain  will  be 
sized  to  handle  100-year  storm  flows  for  the  most  critical  events  ranging  from  1-,  3-,  6-, 
and  24-hour  duration  storms.  In  addition,  a 500-year  frequency  standard  will  be  adopted 
for  review  of  channel  freeboard  design. 

21b.  Page  328  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  gives  a summary  of  expected  water  consumption  associated 
with  the  landfill  operations.  For  haul  road  dust  control  specifically,  it  is  estimated  that 
1,650  acre-feet  per  year  will  be  used.  Wash  water  from  vehicles  and  containers  will  be 
treated  and,  if  suitable,  used  for  dust  control  on  unpaved  roads  or  treated  to  make  it 
suitable  for  reuse  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  41).  This  reclamation  process  will  help  reduce 
the  overall  water  demand  of  the  project. 

22.  Closure  and  post-closure  costs  must  be  borne  by  the  operator  (i.e.,  MRC)  in  accordance 
with  both  federal  and  state  regulations  (Subtitle  D,  and  Chapter  15,  respectively). 
Although  the  lease  with  Kaiser  is  for  99  years  and  the  landfill  life  is  1 15  years,  use  after 
99  years  will  not  be  allowed  unless  a lease  extension  or  other  arrangement  is  made  with 
Kaiser.  For  planning  purposes,  it  is  assumed  that  a lease  extension  will  be  made. 

23.  See  Responses  000 1-111  through  000 1-116.  No  surface  drainage  will  be  directed  towards 
the  open  channel  portion  of  the  aqueduct.  Drainage  features  designed  to  pass  storm  flows 
over  the  buried  aqueduct  will  be  engineered  to  minimize  velocities,  reduce  erosion,  and 
protect  adjacent  surface  facilities.  Drainage  improvements  affecting  the  aqueduct  right- 
of-way  must  be  approved  by  MWD. 

Drainage  runoff  from  active  landfill  and  operation  areas  will  not  be  directly  mixed  with 
drainage  from  natural  areas.  Runoff  from  areas  of  potential  contamination  will  be 
directed  to  temporary  detention  facilities,  tested  and  treated  prior  to  release  in  accordance 
with  current  state  and  federal  regulations.  Waters  to  be  released  are  storm  waters  that 
have  been  unaffected  by  the  landfill  operations.  They  will  be  released  in  existing 
channels  that  presently  cross  the  aqueduct. 

Possibility  of  contamination  of  water  within  the  MWD  aqueduct  will  be  eliminated  by 
position  and  design  of  proposed  drainage  facilities  and  by  pretreatment  of  runoff  which 
has  come  into  contact  with  refuse. 

24.  The  recyclable  storage  area  will  be  policed  weekly  to  ensure  housekeeping  and  to  remove 
any  windblown  litter  that  may  have  accumulated,  not  to  remove  the  recyclable  materials. 
The  recyclable  materials  temporarily  stored  at  the  site  would  not  be  the  property  of  the 
Eagle  Mountain  project  but  rather  the  property  of  the  recycling  firms  or  MRFs.  The 
recyclables  will  be  returned  at  the  owner’s  request.  No  time  frame  for  storage  of  these 
materials  has  been  specified;  however,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  recyclables  will  not  be 
placed  in  the  landfill. 
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25.  The  intermodal  shipping  containers  are  40  x 8 x 8 feet  in  size  with  a storage  capacity  of 
about  284  cubic  yards  of  material  or  25  tons  of  compacted  trash  (page  48  of  draft 
EIS/EIR).  The  containers  are  not  sealed  in  the  sense  that  they  are  watertight  The  rear 
closure  is  a tightly  fitting  latched  door  that  will  prevent  the  escape  of  refuse.  The  closing 
mechanism  on  each  container  will  be  sealed  to  prevent  unauthorized  opening  and  to 
ensure  that  the  latching  mechanism  is  firmly  engaged.  Additionally,  dripping  wet  refuse 
will  not  be  placed  in  the  containers.  For  these  reasons,  the  shipping  containers  are  not 
expected  to  leak  or  emit  odors. 

The  potential  for  refuse  fires  to  occur  during  rail  transport  is  quite  low  for  two  reasons, 
as  described  on  page  342  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  First,  all  refuse  in  the  project  would  be 
screened  at  transfer  stations  where  notably  burning  or  smoldering  materials  would  be 
removed  or  extinguished.  Second,  in  the  compaction  process  prior  to  loading  waste  into 
the  transport  containers,  voids  or  air  pockets  capable  of  supplying  oxygen  to  support 
combustion  would  be  greatly  reduced.  Thus,  potential  hazard  of  fires  within  the  waste 
containers  is  not  considered  a likely  or  significant  impact  requiring  mitigation. 

26.  Measures  which  contribute  to  the  prevention  of  rail  accidents  are  described  throughout 
the  draft  EIS/EIR.  They  include  the  regular  maintenance  of  trains  and  the  inspection  and 
maintenance  of  the  track.  In  the  event  of  a rail  accident,  the  railroad’s  emergency 
response  plan,  already  on  file  with  the  required  administrative  agencies,  would  be 
enacted. 

27.  Refuse  destined  for  landfilling  at  Eagle  Mountain  must  comply  with  the  provision  of  AB 
939,  the  “Recycling  Bill.”  Such  compliance  means  that  the  refuse  has  been  subjected  to 
an  inspection  program  for  the  removal  of  recyclables  and  hazardous  materials.  If  refuse 
does  not  comply,  it  will  not  be  landfilled  at  Eagle  Mountain.  If  rail-based  MRFs  are  not 
approved,  it  is  anticipated  that  approved  refuse  will  still  be  brought  to  the  landfill  by  truck 
to  the  extent  allowed  in  the  project’s  operating  permits.  The  waste  inspection  process  is 
described  on  pages  331-333  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Also,  see  Response  0008-2. 

DOCUMENT  0022  Letter  from  City  of  Brea,  August  19, 1991 

1.  This  letter  had  no  comments  on  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0023  Letter  from  W.H.  Rawlings,  Inc.,  August  21, 1991 

1.  The  proposed  project  would  add  a maximum  of  six  trains  per  day.  MRC  will  arrange 
scheduling  of  refuse  unit  trains  with  Southern  Pacific  on  a contractual  basis  to  prevent 
any  conflicts  between  ongoing  rail  operations  and  trains  being  utilized  for  the  landfill 
project  (draft  EIS/EIR,  pp.  50,  51,  357).  At-grade  crossings  are  described  in  Section 
IV.C.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  are  considered  insignificant.  See  Response  0008-1. 
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2.  According  to  Caltrans,  preliminary  studies  for  the  undercrossing  ramp  and  at-grade 
modification  at  Sunset  Avenue  have  been  conducted.  The  environmental  analysis  and 
clearance  has  yet  to  occur.  Construction  is  tentatively  scheduled  for  1996. 

DOCUMENT  0024  Letter  from  City  of  Rancho  Mirage  and  Attached  Resolution, 
August  26, 1991 

This  letter  was  mailed  to  both  Supervisor  Larson  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  area 
offices.  The  concerns  expressed  in  these  letters  are  similar  in  nature  and  thus,  for  the  sake  of 
economy,  appear  only  once  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  and  are  addressed  below.  All  letters  submitted 
are  on  file  at  the  County  and  the  BLM  area  offices. 

1.  These  comments  do  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  They 
state  that  the  City  of  Rancho  Mirage  has  adopted  a resolution  opposing  the  Eagle 
Mountain  landfill  project  due  to  the  “risk  of  increased  levels  of  air  pollutants  and  the  near 
certainty  of  ground  water  contamination.”  Off-site  air  impacts  were  discussed  in 
Appendix  E (pp.  72-75  and  Tables  21  and  22)  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  In  response  to  other 
comments,  the  final  EIS/EIR  also  presents  this  information  specific  to  the  Coachella 
Valley,  where  the  City  of  Rancho  Mirage  is  located  (Appendix  M,  Figures  FEIR-AQ-2 
and  -3).  The  potential  for  groundwater  contamination  is  presented  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
on  pages  318-323.  Additional  concerns  of  the  Rancho  Mirage  City  Council  include 
binding  assurances  of  revenue  allocation  to  the  desert  area,  binding  assurance  of  the 
collection  of  a one-dollar  tipping  fee,  and  pass-through  to  the  Coachella  Valley  Moun- 
tains Conservancy  for  acquisition  and  preservation  of  open  space,  retention  of  adequate 
capacity  at  the  landfill  to  meet  future  County  needs,  truck  traffic,  and  indemnification  of 
the  City  from  future  claims  and  actions.  Effects  of  truck  traffic  are  presented  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  on  page  363;  and  the  capacity  reservation  for  the  County  of  Riverside  is 
discussed  on  pages  4-5. 

DOCUMENT  0025  Letter  from  City  of  Rancho  Mirage,  September  19, 1991 

1.  Based  on  the  Riverside  County  Waste  Generation  Study  dated  June  14, 1991,  an  estimated 
1,861,495  tons  of  solid  waste  was  generated  in  Riverside  County  in  1990.  On  a 
six-day-per-week  basis,  this  means  roughly  6,000  tpd  are  landfilled  daily  in  the  county. 

2.  A comparison  of  the  2,000  tons  per  day  reservation  with  projected  waste  generation  for 
the  county  of  Riverside,  including  both  its  incorporated  and  unincorporated  areas,  is  part 
of  the  existing  County  Solid  Waste  Management  Plan  and  the  proposed  successor  to  this 
plan,  the  County  Integrated  Solid  Waste  Management  Plan,  currently  being  prepared  by 
the  Riverside  County  Waste  Management  Department. 
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3.  The  project  description  includes  transporting  waste  from  four  counties:  Riverside,  San 
Bernardino,  Los  Angeles,  and  Orange.  If  in  the  future  San  Diego  County  intends  to  use 
the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  for  solid  waste  disposal,  a separate  environmental  document 
would  be  required  to  identify  potential  impacts  resulting  from  this  action. 

4.  See  Response  0021-27. 

5.  See  Response  0021-27. 

6.  The  MOU  is  available  at  the  Riverside  County  Planning  Department,  as  are  many  other 
documents  referred  to  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  but  not  attached  as  an  appendix. 

7.  The  truck  portion  of  the  proposed  project  is  very  minor  compared  to  the  rail  portion. 
MRC  has  proposed  that  no  more  than  100  truckloads  per  day  be  allowed  to  transport 
waste  to  the  landfill.  After  three  years,  these  trucks  will  serve  only  the  desert  area.  See 
Section  in.B.  for  a discussion  of  this  project  modification.  In  the  event  of  a catastrophic 
closing  of  I- 10,  the  trucks  would  simply  wait  until  I- 10  is  opened  or  transport  the  waste 
to  another  landfill.  It  is  expected  that  such  occurrences  would  be  infrequent  and  of  short 
duration;  therefore,  the  impacts  would  not  be  significant. 

8.  As  the  proposed  project  is  a Class  III  nonhazardous  solid  waste  facility,  the  transport  of 

hazardous  materials  to  the  landfill  site  would  not  be  permitted  (page  48  of  the  draft 

EIS/EIR).  Therefore,  in  the  event  of  an  accident,  the  potential  hazardous  material  spilled 
would  be  limited  to  the  miniscule  amount  of  hazardous  material  in  the  refuse  and  fuel 
spilled  from  the  vehicle  itself.  The  small  amount  of  hazardous  waste  in  the  refuse  would 
be  picked  up  by  the  same  crews  that  pick  up  the  refuse.  Members  of  this  crew  will  be 
trained  in  identification  and  handling  of  such  material,  and  it  will  be  handled,  stored, 
transported,  and  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  regulations.  Contaminated  soil  and  other 
materials  will  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  regulations. 

Hazardous  wastes  derived  at  the  landfill  (e.g.,  paints,  fuel  oil,  and  solvents  from 
maintenance  activities;  the  organic  phases  from  leachate  or  landfill  gas  condensate;  and 
small  quantities  of  hazardous  materials  recovered  from  the  on-site  waste  inspection 
facility)  will  be  segregated  and  containerized  as  required  by  regulations  and  temporarily 
stored  on-site.  These  wastes  will  be  periodically  removed  from  the  site  to  a licensed 
hazardous  waste  facility  by  a licensed  hazardous  waste  carrier  under  manifest  as  required 
by  state  law. 

9.  Operators  and  haulers  are  required  to  carry  liability  insurance  against  accidents.  MRC 
will  fund  additional  adequate  insurance  for  the  cleanup  and  environmental  response  to 
potential  accidental  spills.  Also,  see  Response  0109-1. 
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10.  The  Riverside  County  Planning  Department  has  on  record  a letter  received  from  James  O. 
Wallace,  Agricultural  Commissioner  and  Director  of  Weights  & Measures,  dated  April 
10,  1990.  It  states  “that  the  provisions  stipulated  for  the  landfill  operation  at  Eagle 
Mountain  would  not  contribute  to  the  artificial  spread  of  a quarantinable  pest  [e.g., 
Mediterranean  fruit  fly  (Medfly)].”  See  Response  0027-58. 

11.  See  Response  0025-6. 

12.  This  comment  is  accurate;  however,  all  mitigations  described  in  the  MOU  are  also 
detailed,  not  referenced,  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT  0026  Public  Hearing:  Palm  Desert,  August  27, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  further  response  is  necessary. 

2.  See  Response  0017-10  for  a discussion  of  traffic  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed 
project.  The  number  of  railcars  cited  in  this  comment  is  grossly  inaccurate.  Page  50  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR  states  that  there  would  be  a maximum  of  six  trains  per  day  serving  the 
landfill  under  full-capacity  conditions.  Each  train  would  consist  of  one  or  more  diesel 
electric  locomotives  carrying  up  to  14  cars. 

3.  See  Response  0017-9.  Also,  as  required  by  the  State  Health  and  Safety  Code  (Div.  20, 
Ch.  6.95),  Southern  Pacific’s  Emergency  Response  Plan,  Spill  Prevention  Control 
Contingency  Plan,  and  Tier  II  Chemical  Inventory  Forms  are  filed  every  year  with  all 
administering  agencies,  including  the  health  departments  of  Riverside  and  San  Bernar- 
dino counties  and  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission.  In  addition,  General  Order 
161  of  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  (effective  8/7/91)  requires  Southern 
Pacific  to  file  the  emergency  response  plan,  traffic  density  data  by  line  segment,  lease 
and  storage  inventories,  and  a list  of  24-hour  emergency  contact  telephone  numbers  with 
any  emergency  response  agency  (such  as  fire  departments)  within  60  days  of  receiving 
a written  request  from  the  agency. 

Neither  Title  14,  Chapter  3,  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  (Minimum  Standards 
for  Solid  Waste  Handling  and  Disposal)  nor  Title  40,  Part  241,  of  the  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  (Guidelines  for  the  Land  Disposal  of  Solid  Wastes)  require  MRC  to  file  an 
emergency  response  plan.  The  procedures  outlined  in  Section  241.211-3  of  the  CFR 
(Recommended  Safety  Procedures  for  [Landfill]  Operations)  have  been  incorporated 
already  in  the  safety  program  discussed  on  pages  147  and  352  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

The  emergency  response  plans  would  be  enacted  upon  interruption  of  rail  service  due  to 
a rail  accident,  rail  strike,  or  other  catastrophic  occurrence.  For  instance,  in  case  of  rail 
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accidents,  the  train  crew  will  immediately  notify  the  local  fire  and  police  departments  as 
well  as  the  STO  (Supervisor,  Train  Operations)  by  the  quickest  means  available.  The 
crew  will  provide  information  on  the  specific  location  of  the  accident;  the  condition  of 
the  car(s);  the  location  of  people,  property,  or  public  systems  (roads,  power  lines,  etc.) 
which  could  be  subject  to  damage;  the  location  and  condition  of  access  roads  to  the 
accident  site;  and  wind  and  weather  conditions.  While  awaiting  fire  and  police  personnel, 
the  train  crew  will  assist  in  keeping  people  way  from  the  emergency  area  and  remain  at 
the  scene  until  relieved  by  a railway  company  operating  officer,  who  will  then  coordinate 
the  actions  of  the  emergency  response  team. 

As  part  of  their  own  emergency  response  planning,  MRC  would  maintain  adequate  staff 
on-site  or  on  call  to  provide  clean-up  workers  to  supplement  Southern  Pacific  personnel 
and  to  help  in  trash  pickup,  as  necessary.  This  provision,  in  conjunction  with  existing 
response  plans,  would  provide  adequate  mitigation  for  the  potential  increase  in  rail 
accidents. 

4.  The  waste  screening  station/inspection  facility  process  is  described  on  pages  39, 49,  33 1 , 
and  332  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Load-checking  of  incoming  refuse  would  occur  if  the 
transfer  station  and  MRFs  were  to  remove  hazardous  materials  (as  well  as  recyclables). 
Each  transfer  station  and  MRF  would  initiate  their  own  load-checking  program  as 
required  under  the  facility  permit  and  is  not  part  of  the  proposed  project.  However,  as 
part  of  the  proposed  project,  MRC  would  institute  a periodic  inspection  program  at  the 
landfill  to  monitor  the  continued  compliance  and  effectiveness  of  the  load-checking 
programs.  Compliance  with  the  standards  of  removal  will  be  enforced  by  on-site 
inspectors  directed  by  and  with  the  authority  of  the  LEA  (County  of  Riverside  Depart- 
ment of  Health).  MRC  would  not  accept  residual  wastes  at  Eagle  Mountain  unless  the 
hazardous  wastes  and  recyclables  have  been  removed. 

5.  During  Phase  I of  the  landfill,  trains  would  use  the  existing  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  with 
no  more  than  one  train  load  of  refuse  being  transported  per  day.  Five  locomotive  engines 
would  be  necessary  to  haul  the  cars  up  to  the  landfill  from  Ferrum  Junction  located  on 
the  Southern  Pacific  line.  During  Phase  II  of  the  landfill,  up  to  six  train  loads  of  refuse 
could  be  received  per  day.  Again  five  locomotive  engines  would  be  needed  to  haul  each 
train  load.  This  information  can  be  found  in  Section  II.5  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

6.  The  container  handling  yard  that  will  receive  the  refuse  will  be  operational  24  hours  a 
day  allowing  the  trucks  and  trains  to  use  the  yard  24  hours  a day.  As  stated  on  page  362 
of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  “.  . . a more  conservative  scenario  would  be  the  arrival  of  truck 
shipments  during  daylight  hours  only  (12  to  13  hours  daily).”  Section  IV.D.  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  discusses  air  quality  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  project.  Please  refer 
to  Response  0012-1. 
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7.  This  comment  is  incorrect.  Section  II.5  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pp.  31,  49-50)  states  that 
the  project  allows  a maximum  of  six  diesel  trains  per  day  to  travel  from  the  west  to  Ferrum 
Junction  and  six  diesel  trains  per  day  to  operate  between  Ferrum  Junction  and  Eagle 
Mountain.  Only  the  locomotives  are  likely  to  change. 

8.  A portion  of  the  proposed  project  is  located  in  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  (SCAB)  and  a 
portion  (the  landfill  itself)  is  located  in  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  (SEDAB). 
Currently,  the  SCAB  is  a nonattainment  area  for  ozone,  nitrous  oxide,  carbon  monoxide, 
particulate  sulfates,  and  fine  particulates  (PM  10),  while  the  SEDAB  is  a nonattainment 
area  for  ozone  and  PM  10.  Therefore,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  must  conclude  that  the  air  quality 
in  both  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  (Los  Angeles)  and  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin 
(Coachella  Valley)  will  be  degraded  by  increased  emissions  resulting  from  the  project’s 
truck  and  train  traffic  and  on-site  equipment  and  that  these  impacts  will  not  be  mitigated 
to  below  a level  of  significance.  The  commenter  is  correct  that  any  landfill  sited  within 
either  of  these  two  air  basins  would  exceed  acceptable  levels  of  several  state  and  federal 
criteria  pollutants. 

9.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  the  project  operation  that  would  influence  the  amount  of 
litter  that  might  be  windblown.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  project’s  operation  is  quite 
different  from  conventional  landfills.  All  waste  entering  the  landfill  must  be  processed 
for  materials  recovery  and  recycling  away  from  the  landfill  and  compacted  into  closed 
containers  which  must  remain  closed  until  the  containers  are  opened  near  the  face  of  the 
landfill.  The  waste  will  come  out  of  the  containers  in  large  clumps  or  plugs  and  spread 
out  by  a compactor  tractor.  This  refuse  will  be  pushed  to  the  face  of  the  landfill  where 
it  will  be  compacted  and  covered  with  at  least  six  inches  of  soil.  This  process  will 
minimize  the  opportunity  for  the  wind  to  pick  up  litter.  Additionally,  portable  Utter 
fencing  at  each  cell  will  catch  windblown  litter.  Also,  full-time  personnel  will  be 
assigned  to  litter  control.  Because  the  landfill  site  is  quite  large,  the  operator  will  be  able 
to  contain  windblown  Utter  within  the  site  boundaries  by  intensifying  the  labor  effort 
when  necessary.  Finally,  the  proposed  project  includes  a storm  warning  system  that 
would  allow  for  the  closing  of  landfill  operations  and  the  cover  of  Utter  prior  to  the  arrival 
of  a potentiaUy  windy  storm.  This  process  is  discussed  on  pages  57  and  58  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR. 

10.  See  Response  0026-9  above.  The  potential  for  windblown  debris  and  dust  associated 
with  the  proposed  landfill  operations  is  addressed  in  Section  IV.  J.4  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
The  design  features  listed  on  pages  515  and  516  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  would  ensure  that 
the  impacts  due  to  windblown  debris  would  be  below  a level  of  significance. 

11.  The  air  quality  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  project  are  identified  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  See  Response  0026-8  above. 
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12.  This  comment  concurs  with  the  conclusions  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  See  Response  0026-8 
above. 

13.  The  visual  effects  of  the  proposed  action  are  presented  in  Section  IV. J.  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  Currently,  the  project  site  is  in  a disturbed  setting.  The  proposed  landfill  site 
would  be  located  in  an  unused  iron  ore  open  pit  mine  which  consists  of  open  pit  and 
surface  mines,  tailing  ponds,  plant  operation  and  equipment  areas,  a sewage  treatment 
plant,  and  a residential  area  associated  with  the  mining  operations.  The  present  quality 
of  the  site  is  low.  The  proposed  landfill  operations  would  not  result  in  further  visual 
impacts  to  the  area.  The  shape  and  mass  of  the  landfill  topography  would  blend  in  better 
with  the  adjacent  landforms  more  than  the  existing  graded  areas  do.  In  addition,  the 
revegetative  cover  proposed  over  areas  disturbed  by  the  landfill  would  improve  the 
existing  visual  quality. 

14.  A comparison  of  the  emissions  associated  with  each  of  the  four  project  alternatives  is 
shown  in  Figures  79-88  of  the  draft  EIS/EER  for  each  of  the  criteria  pollutants.  Figures 
84-88  provide  additional  information  regarding  the  distribution  of  pollutant  totals  be- 
tween the  two  air  basins  under  the  various  scenarios  analyzed.  This  discussion  begins 
on  page  395.  Comparing  all  the  alternatives  with  the  No  Project  alternative  in  effect 
demonstrates  that  some  criteria  pollutants  (CO,  PM  10,  NMHC,  and  SOx),  both  in  total 
and  in  SCAB,  would  be  reduced.  This  does  not  mean  that  levels  would  be  reduced  below 
significance,  however. 

15.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

16.  See  Response  0026-8  above. 

17.  Please  refer  to  Response  0001-25.  To  assure  the  effectiveness  of  these  measures,  a 
Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program  has  been  developed  for  this  project  (see 
Section  II.C.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  As  part  of  the  mitigation  monitoring  and  reporting 
program,  MRC  will  prepare  design  plans  and  specifications  for  the  liner  according  to 
standards  in  Chapter  15,  state  regulations,  as  part  of  the  Report  of  Waste  Discharge  and 
Report  of  Disposal  Site  Information  for  review  and  approval  by  the  Regional  Water 
Quality  Control  Board  and  the  Local  Enforcement  Agency  (Riverside  County  Depart- 
ment of  Health). 

18.  Since  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  MRC  has  committed  to  reduce  truck  traffic 
to  the  project  site  from  200  to  100  round  trips  daily  and  in  three  years  to  eliminate  all  but 
those  trucks  serving  the  desert  cities  (not  to  exceed  100).  See  Section  II.B.2  of  the  final 
EIS/EIR  for  a discussion  on  the  reduction  in  truck  traffic.  The  desert  cities  are  defined 
as  those  located  east  of  Banning. 
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19.  Operators  and  haulers  are  required  to  carry  liability  insurance  against  accidents.  MRC 
will  fund  additional  adequate  insurance  for  the  cleanup  and  environmental  response  to 
potential  accidental  spills. 

20.  See  Response  0026-8  above.  For  a discussion  of  health  risks,  see  Response  0003-40. 

2 1 . The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  369)  states  that  in  the  areas  regulated  by  the  SCAQMD  any  new 
source  point  emissions  are  subject  to  the  best  available  control  technology.  Measures 
that  would  achieve  this  requirement  are  listed  on  pages  379-385  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and 
in  Section  II. C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

22.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

23a.  Please  refer  to  Responses  0001-25  and  0026-17  above. 

23b.  Pages  4 and  106  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discuss  the  recently  enacted  state  legislation  (AB 
939)  which  establishes  a mandatory  program  to  divert  residential  solid  waste  from  the 
landfills  through  recycling  and  waste  reduction  programs.  The  City  of  Los  Angeles  has 
recently  adopted  an  additional  ordinance  which  requires  the  diversion  of  recyclable 
municipal  materials,  though  industrial  and  high-density  residential  waste  is  excluded. 
These  measures  have  been  taken  to  reduce  the  amount  of  solid  waste  entering  our  regional 
landfills.  Upon  achievement  of  these  recycling  goals,  however,  the  need  for  a large-scale 
or  a number  of  smaller-scale  landfill  projects  in  the  region  would  still  be  present.  The 
draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  108  and  109)  discusses  methods  of  reducing  the  amount  of  waste 
entering  the  regional  landfills,  including  recycling,  yard  waste  composting,  and  source 
reduction. 

24.  See  Responses  0001-25  and  0026-17. 

25.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

26.  Page  476  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  states  that  the  benefits  received  by  Kaiser  Steel  Resources 
retirees  will  be  directly  related  to  MRC’s  99-year  lease  of  the  land,  which  is  based  on  a 
percentage  of  the  tipping  fee  for  wastes  disposed  of  at  the  site.  Thus,  to  a large  degree, 
the  success  of  the  proposed  action  and  increase  in  stock  value  dictates  the  ability  of  Kaiser 
Steel  Resources  to  fund  the  commitments.  The  trust  owns  48  percent  of  the  stock  of 
Kaiser  Steel  Resources.  The  stock  will  be  used  to  fund  the  trust.  There  is  no  guarantee 
as  to  the  amount  of  benefits  that  will  be  realized  from  approval  of  the  proposed  project. 
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27.  This  comment  criticizes  a statement  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  about  the  local  groundwater 
quality  as  being  an  “opinion”  which  is  not  justifiable  because  of  some  facts  about  the 
groundwater  near  Blythe.  First,  the  groundwater  in  the  Desert  Center  area  is  not  the  same 
as  the  groundwater  in  the  Blythe  area.  The  groundwater  near  Blythe  is  heavily  influenced 
by  the  Colorado  River.  Second,  it  is  fact  that  the  groundwater  from  the  northwestern 
Chuckwalla  Valley  “.  . . contains  fluoride  concentrations  which  are  above  the  national 
primary  drinking  water  standards”  (page  13 1 of  the  draft  EIS/EIR)  and  that  the  Riverside 
County  Department  of  Environmental  Health  will  require  “. . . some  sort  of  acceptable 
defluoridation  scheme  as  part  of  the  overall  townsite  facility  plan”  (page  530  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR). 

28.  This  comment  does  not  identify  where  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  there  are  conflicting  state- 
ments. It  appears  that  the  commentor  is  confused  between  the  characteristics  of  the  daily 
and  final  cover.  Given  the  dry  conditions  of  the  municipal  solid  waste  that  will  be 
disposed  at  the  site  (see  page  58-59  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR)  and  the  very  dry  climatic 
conditions  at  the  site  (annual  rainfall  averages  three  inches),  the  amount  of  moisture 
content  in  the  landfill  would  be  minimal.  Additionally,  refuse  will  be  exposed  to  some 
drying  influence  and  evaporation  under  the  layer  of  daily  cover  (page  318  of  draft 
EIS/EIR).  The  drainage  plan  for  the  site  will  divert  all  runoff  away  from  the  landfill  as 
well  as  provide  interim  cover  that  is  designed  to  prevent  infiltration  and  percolation  of 
rainwater  that  falls  on  the  landfill.  Only  rainwater  that  falls  directly  onto  the  open  face 
of  the  landfill  operation  will  percolate  through  refuse.  A final  cover  having  a minimum 
thickness  of  two  feet  (consisting  of  a one-foot  vegetative  layer  over  one-foot  clay  layer) 
would  be  emplaced  when  the  final  grade  of  the  landfill  is  reached.  This  surface  would 
be  very  impermeable  to  rainfall.  Thus,  daily  cover  is  permeable  and  final  cover  is  not. 

29.  During  development  of  more  detailed  design  specifications  for  project  construction,  an 
engineering  decision  was  made  to  design  the  leachate  collection  system  using  a blanket 
drainage  system  without  pipes,  rather  than  a series  of  interconnecting  leachate  collection 
pipes  operating  under  a gravity  system  in  the  higher  elevations  and  a pump  system  in  the 
lower  elevations  as  discussed  in  Section  IV. F.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Section  n.B.  1 of  the 
final  EIS/EER  detail  this  project  modification. 

Since  pipes  will  not  be  used,  the  potential  for  mineralization  to  occur  would  be  eliminated. 
The  gravel  used  in  the  blanket  drainage  system  is  extremely  durable.  It  will  be  tested  to 
show  that  it  cannot  be  dissolved  or  attacked  to  any  measurable  degree  by  municipal  solid 
waste. 

30.  See  Response  0026-29  above. 

31.  See  Response  0026-29  above. 


210 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EER 


DOCUMENT  0026 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


DOCUMENT  0026 


32.  See  Response  0026-29  above. 

33.  As  a requirement  of  the  new  federal  EPA  regulations  and  RWQCB,  a composite  liner 
consisting  of  a high  density  polyethylene  flexible  geomembrane  placed  directly  on  top 
of  a layer  of  low-permeability  soil  will  be  installed  over  the  entire  area  underlying  refuse. 
A composite  liner  is  more  effective  than  either  a geomembrane  alone  or  clay  alone  for 
containing  leachate  (Daniel  1990;  Giroud  and  Bonaparte  1989b;  U.S.  EPA  1987).  A 
composite  liner  represents  the  state-of-the-art  in  landfill  liner  system  design. 

The  potential  for  leakage  in  municipal  waste  landfill  only  exists  if  there  is  a sustained 
leachate  head  acting  on  the  liner.  As  discussed  in  Response  0001-25,  there  will  be  very 
little  leachate  at  Eagle  Mountain.  If  there  is  no  sustained  leachate  head,  there  is  no 
potential  for  leakage.  While  there  should  be  little  or  no  leachate  head  on  the  liner,  a 
composite  liner  will  underlie  the  entire  base  of  the  landfill.  Composite  liners  are  capable 
of  providing  a very  high  level  of  leachate  containment  even  when  they  are  subjected  to 
a significant  sustained  leachate  head. 

See  Response  0002-4  for  a more  detailed  description  of  the  liner  characteristics. 

34.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary.  However,  to  correct  some  misinformation,  Eagle 
Mountain  will  not  be  the  largest  landfill  in  the  world  and  the  Chuckwalla  Valley  water 
basin  is  not  California’s  second  largest  aquifer. 

35.  This  comment  is  correct  that  the  water  gradient  is  from  Eagle  Mountain  to  the  Colorado 
River. 

36.  See  Response  0001-18  and  0001-35. 

37.  See  Response  0021-7. 

38.  Regional  efforts  to  reduce  the  amount  of  waste  material  entering  the  landfill  have  been 
implemented  (see  Response  0006-1).  Alternative  waste  diversion  programs  to  reduce 
the  volume  of  the  waste  stream  by  diverting  waste  from  the  landfills  are  discussed  on 
pages  105-109  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  These  programs  would  not  eliminate  the  need  for 
new  or  expanded  landfills  in  southern  California.  Therefore,  waste  diversion  programs 
were  considered  but  eliminated  from  detailed  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

39.  See  Response  0017-22  above. 

40.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 
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41.  The  intermodal  shipping  containers  are  40  x 8 x 8 feet  in  size  with  a storage  capacity  of 
about  284  cubic  yards  of  material  or  25  tons  of  compacted  trash  (page  48  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR).  The  containers  are  not  sealed  in  the  sense  that  they  are  watertight.  The  rear 
closure  is  a tightly  fitting  latched  door  that  will  prevent  the  escape  of  refuse.  The  closing 
mechanism  on  each  container  will  be  sealed  to  prevent  unauthorized  opening  and  to 
ensure  that  the  latching  mechanism  is  firmly  engaged.  Additionally,  dripping  wet  refuse 
will  not  be  placed  in  the  containers.  For  these  reasons,  the  shipping  containers  are  not 
expected  to  leak  or  emit  odors.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  41)  states  that  the  shipping 
containers  will  be  washed  as  necessary  at  the  repair  and  maintenance  facility.  See 
Response  0001-97  for  a discussion  of  odor  impacts.  Also,  see  Response  0017-6  for  a 
description  of  the  existing  railroad  track  and  proposed  improvements. 

42.  The  unit  trains  serving  the  landfill  would  consist  of  one  or  more  locomotives  carrying  up 
to  14  railcars.  Each  train  would  be  less  than  4,000  feet  long  and  carry  approximately 
3,500  tons  of  refuse.  This  length  is  somewhat  shorter  than  most  main  line  trains  and 
approximately  the  same  length  as  the  trains  previously  used  by  Kaiser.  The  train  loads 
of  solid  waste  material  would  be  considerably  lighter  than  those  which  transported  iron 
ore  during  the  former  mining  operations.  The  present  track  alignment  for  the  Eagle 
Mountain  rail  line  consists  of  heavy-gauge  track  which  was  originally  installed  to 
accommodate  the  heavy  loads  transported  for  mining  operations  and  is  considered  more 
than  adequate  to  bear  the  loads  of  the  unit  trains  serving  the  landfill. 

43.  Trains  crossed  the  California  Aqueduct  for  40  years.  See  Response  0026-3  above  for  a 
discussion  of  emergency  responses  for  train  accidents. 

44.  Please  refer  to  Response  0026-41 . 

45.  MRC  will  arrange  scheduling  of  refuse  unit  trains  with  Southern  Pacific  on  a contractual 
basis  to  prevent  any  delays  in  scheduling  and  to  prevent  conflicts  between  ongoing  rail 
operations  and  trains  being  utilized  for  the  landfill  project.  Loaded  unit  trains  may  await 
switching  at  Ferrum  Junction  for  two  to  six  hours,  possibly  up  to  one  day.  Please  refer 
to  Response  0001-97  for  a discussion  of  odor  effects  from  the  refuse  in-transit  to  the 
landfill  site. 

46.  Our  records  show  that  Mr.  William  Bryne  was  sent  a copy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  in  July 
of  1991. 

47.  The  mitigation  measures  proposed  in  the  air  quality  section  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages 
379-385)  call  for  all  trucks,  trains,  and  on-site  equipment  to  use  fuels  which  comply  with 
all  applicable  California  Air  Resources  Board  regulations.  Additionally,  mitigation 
measures  presented  on  pages  380  and  381  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  address  alternatives  to 
diesel  engines  and  trucks,  including  the  electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line 
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and  landfill  equipment.  In  summary,  when  the  landfill  gas  generation  is  sufficient  to 
warrant  the  construction  of  an  energy  recovery  facility  at  the  project  site,  a cost/effec- 
tiveness study  of  electrifying  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway  to  reduce  locomotive  emissions 
shall  be  conducted.  Also,  in  lieu  of  diesel-fueled  versions,  MRC  shall  purchase  and  use 
electric  versions  of  as  many  types  of  landfill  equipment  such  as  overhead  cranes, 
conveyors,  crushers,  and  pugmills  wherever  available.  Where  not  available,  alternative- 
fuel  technology  will  be  used  depending  on  air  permitting  standards.  Other  alternative 
measures  to  diesel  fuel  are  evaluated  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  385  and  386;  and 
Appendix  E)  but  are  not  considered  feasible  at  the  present  time.  Please  refer  to  Response 
0007-5. 

48.  The  Air  Quality  Management  District  is  the  enforcement  agency  for  local  air  quality 
standards.  The  Air  Resources  Board  establishes  statewide  air  quality  standards.  The 
conclusion  that  the  Air  Resources  Board  is  more  realistic  than  the  Air  Quality  Manage- 
ment District  does  not  comment  on  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

49.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

50.  The  project  boundary’s  closest  point  to  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  is  approximately 
8,000  feet  (roughly  a mile  and  a half)  to  the  southeast  (page  188  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 

5 1 . The  proposed  project  is  a Class  HI  solid  waste  landfill  which  prohibits  the  acceptance  of 
all  toxic  materials.  Screening  for  hazardous  materials  will  be  required  at  the  transfer 
stations  and  MRFs  to  remove  any  hazardous  materials  from  the  waste  stream.  Therefore, 
this  comment  regarding  toxic  spills  is  not  relevant  to  the  proposed  project  since  the 
railroad  will  not  be  transporting  hazardous  materials  to  Eagle  Mountain. 

52.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

53.  The  container  size  would  be  8 x 8 x 40  feet  and  would  hold  up  to  roughly  25  tons  of  waste 
material.  It  is  unlikely  that  the  containers  will  explode  even  at  the  most  extreme  desert 
temperatures. 

54.  See  Response  0020-5. 

55.  See  Response  0006-1. 

56.  See  Response  0024-1. 
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57.  See  Response  0001-25  for  a discussion  of  groundwater  quality  effects  from  the  proposed 
project.  Waste  diversion  programs  are  identified  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pp.  108  and  109), 
including  recycling,  yard  waste  composting,  and  source  reduction.  However,  the  need 
for  a large-scale  or  several  smaller-scale  landfill  projects  in  the  region  would  still  be 
present.  Therefore,  waste  diversion  programs  are  considered  but  eliminated  from  de- 
tailed analysis  as  feasible  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

58.  The  final  design  of  the  flexible  membrane  liner  will  mitigate  conditions  where  design 
loads  may  cause  tearing  of  the  synthetic  liner.  Assurance  of  the  integrity  of  the  liner  to 
protect  groundwater  can  be  found  in  Response  0001-25  and  0001-33.  Impacts  and 
mitigation  measures  for  truck  and  train  traffic  are  found  in  Section  IV.C.;  hazardous 
waste  removal  from  the  waste  stream  is  discussed  on  pages  39, 49,  331,  and  332;  and  the 
socioeconomic  effects  are  discussed  in  Section  IV.H.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

59.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

60.  The  estimate  of  leachate  generation  is  discussed  in  Responses  0001-15  and  0001-25.  The 
collection  system  is  continuously  drained  by  gravity  or  pump  and  then  treated  according 
to  its  composition.  If  hazardous,  it  is  stored  and  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  applicable 
regulations.  If  not  hazardous,  it  is  used  on  roads  for  dust  control  or  allowed  to  evaporate. 
For  a more  detailed  discussion  of  the  leachate  collection  and  treatment  system  see  pages 
60-65  and  Section  IV. A.  1 in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  An  alternative  method  of  handling 
leachate/condensate  will  be  to  collect  and  store  it  for  off-site  treatment  and  disposal.  All 
appropriate  regulations  for  the  handling  of  hazardous  materials  will  be  observed. 

61.  See  Response  0026-4  above. 

62.  Under  maximum  operations,  the  landfill  could  accommodate  up  to  20,000  tons  per  day 
of  refuse.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  states  that  a maximum  of  200  daily  round-trip  truck  trips 
and  6 trains  would  be  necessary  to  transport  solid  waste  to  the  landfill  under  maximum 
operations.  This  amounts  to  an  increase  of  approximately  two  percent  of  truck  traffic 
over  the  existing  traffic  of  I- 10.  No  additional  truck  or  train  trips  would  be  required  in 
the  future.  In  fact,  subsequent  to  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  MRC  has  proposed 
to  reduce  truck  traffic  to  the  project  site  from  200  to  100  round  trips  daily  and  in  three 
years  to  eliminate  all  but  those  trucks  serving  the  desert  cities  (not  to  exceed  100).  See 
Section  n.B.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a description  of  the  reduction  in  truck  traffic.  This 
will  reduce  traffic  impacts  to  levels  even  lower  than  the  current,  less  than  significant 
proposed  levels.  This  reduction  in  truck  trips  represent  a roughly  one  percent  increase 
in  existing  traffic  volumes  on  I- 10. 
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63.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

64.  All  of  the  solid  waste  sent  to  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  will  be  processed  through  a MRF 
or  transfer  station  where  recyclable  materials  will  be  sorted  out  and  separated  from  the 
waste  stream  in  accordance  with  AB  939.  Refuse  that  does  not  comply  with  AB  939  will 
not  be  accepted  at  Eagle  Mountain. 

65.  See  Response  0026-8  above.  Also,  a screening  level  health  risk  assessment  conducted 
for  the  proposed  landfill  is  discussed  on  pages  424-427  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  risk 
assessment  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  use  of  on-site  meteorological  data  and  updated 
Unit  Risk  Values.  The  revised  risk  assessment  is  included  as  Attachment  9,  Appendix 
M of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  See  Response  0003-40  for  a summary  of  the  revised  health  risk 
assessment. 

66.  Cumulative  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  landfill  project  are  addressed  on  pages 
585-598  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  This  discussion  includes  a discussion  of  all  past,  present, 
and  reasonably  anticipated  future  projects  producing  related  or  cumulative  impacts. 

67.  The  Solid  Waste  Management  Plan  states  that  “. . . it  is  illegal  to  dispose  of  solid  wastes 
at  Riverside  County- operated  Class  III  landfills  which  have  been  generated  in  other 
counties,  without  prior  approval ....  The  ultimate  decision  to  allow  importation  of  any 
solid  wastes  whether  in  a private  or  public  facility  shall  rest  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
on  a case-by-case  analysis”  (page  IV-5). 

68.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

69.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

70.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

71.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

72.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

73.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 
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74.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

75.  The  waste-to-energy  concept  is  addressed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (see  page  105-106)  to 
avoid  impacts  associated  with  landfilling.  The  document  concluded  that  the  emissions 
resulting  from  a waste-to-energy  operation  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  would  repre- 
sent a substantial  and  significant  air  quality  impact. 

76.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

77.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  363)  states  that  the  proposed  project  would  generate  a two 
percent  increase  in  traffic  on  I- 10.  This  incremental  increase  in  traffic  is  not  considered 
a significant  traffic  impact.  Furthermore,  since  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR, 
MRC  has  proposed  to  reduce  the  round  trip  truck  traffic  from  200  to  100  which  would 
further  reduce  traffic  impacts  (see  Section  II. B. 2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  details). 
Because  the  proposed  project  is  a Class  in  solid  waste  landfill  which  does  not  accept 
hazardous  materials,  trucks  and  trains  serving  the  landfill  would  not  be  transporting  any 
toxic  materials. 

78.  As  stated  on  page  521  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  project  will  have  no  direct  impact  on 
Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  with  respect  to  its  recreation  values,  uses,  or  opportu- 
nities for  camping,  hiking,  backpacking,  photography,  wilderness  use,  or  nature  study. 
The  project  area  is  not  visible  from  Pinto  Basin  or  from  roads  within  Joshua  Tree  National 
Monument. 

79.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  identifies  approximately  1 50  acres  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  (Category 
3)  will  be  permanently  lost  as  a consequence  of  project  operations.  This  habitat  is  not 
“first-rate,”  as  very  little  sign  of  tortoise  activity  was  found.  The  mitigation  for  this  loss 
involves  the  surveying  and  monitoring  of  tortoises  and  ravens  to  minimize  losses,  the 
placement  of  road  and  rail  barriers  to  prevent  tortoise  deaths,  and  a landfill  employee 
education  program  to  minimize  losses.  In  addition,  MRC  will  fund  the  purchase  of 
approximately  375  off- site  acres  of  tortoise  habitat  for  preservation  purposes  as  compen- 
sation. The  lands  to  be  purchased  will  be  selected  by  the  BLM.  For  more  details  see 
pages  446-452  of  the  draft  document. 

80.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  identifies  the  loss  of  three  permanent  and  one  temporary  water  sources 
for  the  Nelson’s  bighorn  sheep.  All  of  these  water  sources  are  artificial  (i.e.,  leaky  water 
tanks  and  remnant  ponds  in  the  bottom  of  abandoned  mine  pits).  Mitigation  for  these 
water  source  losses  will  include  the  creation  of  three  new  permanent  water  sources  in 
locations  far  from  the  mine  site.  In  addition,  Buzzard  Springs  will  be  rehabilitated  and 
cleared  of  tamarisk  to  compensate  for  the  loss  of  the  temporary  water  source.  A two-year 
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monitoring  of  the  local  sheep  will  ensure  that  the  new  water  sources  are  located  properly. 
Other  mitigation  measures  for  impacts  to  sheep  are  found  on  pages  455-456  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  and  and  in  Section  H.C.  (Biology)  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

8 1 . See  Response  000 1 -25. 

82.  Like  the  majority  of  southern  California,  the  project  site  is  in  an  area  subject  to 
earthquakes.  Several  active  faults  have  been  mapped  in  the  project  vicinity,  the  closest 
being  the  San  Andreas  fault  34  miles  from  the  site.  The  site  would  only  receive  low  to 
moderate  ground  shaking  from  a large  San  Andreas  event.  California  regulations  require 
that  proposed  landfill  sites  be  designed  to  the  maximum  probable  earthquake  accelera- 
tion, which  would  be  about  0. 1 g (gravity)  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  site.  However,  MRC 
plans  to  design  all  major  facilities  at  the  site  to  0.2  g,  or  double  the  state  requirement. 
The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  484)  identifies  specific  measures  to  be  implemented  in  the 
project  design  to  mitigate  seismic  impacts  to  below  a level  of  significance.  The  project’s 
compliance  with  appropriate  Riverside  County  ordinance,  specifically  the  Uniform 
Building  Code,  would  be  required. 

83.  This  comment  concurs  with  the  conclusions  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  See  Response  0026-8 
above. 

84.  See  Response  0026-38  above. 

85.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

86.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

87.  The  growth-inducing  and  socioeconomic  effects  of  the  project  are  identified  in  Section 
IV. H of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  regional  recycling  efforts  are  discussed  in  Response 
0006-1. 

88.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

89.  See  Response  0026-3  above.  As  a Class  HI  solid  waste  landfill,  hazardous  materials  will 
not  be  transported  to  Eagle  Mountain. 

90.  Upon  depositing  the  refuse  at  the  landfill  site,  the  railroad  cars  and  truck  would  transport 
the  empty  intermodal  containers  back  to  the  transfer  stations.  However,  it  is  possible 
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that  returning  trains  would  at  some  times  transport  recyclable  materials  from  the  project 
site  to  the  metropolitan  area  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  4). 

9 1 . The  possibility  exists  that  a solid  waste  product  will  be  identified  as  hazardous  or  toxic 
long  after  its  use  as  an  apparent  benign  product.  DDT  is  an  example.  It  is  not  within  the 
scope  of  this  project  to  predict  such  occurrences. 

92.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

93.  The  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  are  addressed  on  page  592  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

94.  If  a conversion  to  energy  recovery  equipment  is  proposed  in  the  future,  the  impacts  of 
that  system  will  require  further  agency  approvals  and  environmental  review  (see  pages 
376  and  574  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 

95.  See  Response  0026-93  above. 

96.  As  of  September  19, 1991,  no  water  remains  in  the  bottom  of  the  East  Pit.  For  a discussion 
of  the  level  of  the  groundwater  beneath  the  proposed  landfill  area,  see  pages  121-131  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

97.  Impacts  of  night  lighting  are  discussed  on  page  518-520  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The 
significance  criteria  for  night  lighting  was  generated  from  consultation  with  Joshua  Tree 
National  Monument  staff,  who  feel  that  lighting  for  lower-elevation  ground  uses  would 
not  be  a problem.  Flood  lighting  and  high-pressure  sodium  fixtures  would  cause 
unnecessary  spillage  of  light  resulting  in  a significant  impact;  therefore,  directed  “spot” 
lighting  is  recommended. 

98.  No  hazardous  concentrations  of  metals  or  other  substances  have  been  found  to  be 
contained  in  the  fine  tailing  proposed  to  be  used  for  the  clay  liner  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page 
321).  Also,  see  Responses  000 1-10  and  000 1-121.  The  plastic  liner  is  not  toxic. 

99.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

100.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

101.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 
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102.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

103.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

104.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

105.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0027  Public  Hearing:  Desert  Center,  August  28, 1991 

1 . Please  refer  to  Response  002 1 -7. 

2.  See  Response  0002-7. 

3.  See  Response  0002-7. 

4.  Pages  137-141  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discuss  the  availability  of  water  in  the  northwestern 
portion  of  the  Chuckwalla  Valley.  This  information  is  based  on  two  studies:  the  Mann 
study  of  1986  and  the  U.S.G.S.  study  of  1989. 

5.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

6.  See  Responses  0001-11 1 through  1 16. 

7.  See  Response  0001-25  for  measures  to  protect  the  area’s  groundwater. 

8.  See  Response  0001-25  for  measures  to  protect  the  area’s  groundwater. 

9.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

10.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

1 1.  This  comment  acknowledges  the  socioeconomic  benefits  of  the  proposed  project,  which 
are  discussed  in  Section  IV. H.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  in  Response  0018-3.  Since  this 
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comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  no  further 
response  is  necessary. 

12.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

13.  Please  refer  to  Response  0006-1  for  a discussion  of  state  and  local  recycling  programs 
and  other  efforts  to  reduce  solid  waste  volumes. 

14.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

15.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

16.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

17.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

18.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

19.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

20.  This  comment  refers  to  several  legitimate  concerns  local  citizens  have  about  the  past 
operation  of  the  Kaiser  Steel  iron  ore  mine.  While  MRC  will  lease  the  mine  property 
from  Kaiser  Steel,  Kaiser  will  not  be  involved  in  any  of  the  permitting,  construction,  or 
operation  of  the  proposed  landfill.  The  allegations  of  illegal  dumping  of  household 
garbage  into  the  East  Pit  are  most  appropriately  addressed  by  the  Riverside  County  Health 
Department,  not  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Furthermore,  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  or  the  statements 
below,  address  the  other  issues  raised  in  the  August  30,  1989,  scoping  letter  referenced 
in  this  comment. 

a.  The  proposed  project  prohibits  the  disposal  of  any  chemical,  toxic,  or  radioactive 
wastes. 

b.  Air  quality  is  addressed  in  Sections  III.  and  IV.D.  and  in  Appendix  E of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR. 
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c.  A two-year  monitoring  study  will  be  conducted  to  assess  bighorn  sheep  movements 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  site  (p.  454  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 

d.  The  proposed  improvements  to  Eagle  Mountain  Road  are  not  expected  to  alter  the 
drainage  of  the  natural  washes;  rather,  drainage  will  be  improved  through  the  use  of 
culverts.  Although  the  jojoba  hermaphrodite  specimens  said  to  be  located  along 
Eagle  Mountain  Road  may  be  scientifically  rare,  the  species  itself  is  not  considered 
threatened  at  this  time;  therefore,  impacts  to  jojoba  are  not  considered  significant. 

21.  While  RECON  prepared  the  Short-term  Habitat  Conservation  Plan  for  Clark  County, 
Nevada,  the  discussion  of  desert  tortoise  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  based  on  surveys 
conducted  at  the  project  site,  not  in  Nevada,  as  alleged  by  Donna  Charpied  in  public 
testimony.  Pages  7-10  of  the  biological  appendix  outline  the  survey  methodology  of  the 
report,  including  the  days  and  person-hours  spent  conducting  the  surveys.  The  Short- 
term HCP  is  identified  in  the  reference  section  of  the  biological  appendix  as  lending 
supporting  documentation  for  scientific  assertions  made  in  the  report. 

Jean  Carr  has  never  worked  on  the  draft  EIS/EIR  for  Eagle  Mountain.  Mr.  Kaldenberg 
worked  for  RECON  for  one  year  beginning  in  1976. 

22.  The  desert  pupfish  has  not  been  documented  to  occur  directly  under  the  railroad  trestle 
at  Salt  Creek.  However,  it  does  represent  potential  pupfish  habitat.  A train  accident  at 
the  trestle  is  a very  low  probability  event.  This  trestle  was  built  to  support  over  three 
times  the  weight  of  the  trains  that  will  be  transporting  trash  to  Eagle  Mountain.  During 
the  operation  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  Mine,  no  train  accidents  occurred  at  this  site.  The 
USFWS,  BLM,  and  CDFG  will  be  notified  immediately  of  any  accidents  occurring  in 
the  vicinity  of  desert  pupfish  habitat.  Should  an  accident  occur  and  impact  the  pupfish 
population  one-quarter  mile  downstream,  the  site  could  be  restocked  from  the  population 
in  Salt  Creek  above  the  trestle  at  Rancho  Dos  Palmas.  This  species  has  been  successfully 
transplanted  to  several  sites  in  the  desert  region  of  southern  California. 

23.  See  Response  002 1-12  concerning  the  leaf-nosed  bat  roost  in  the  mine  adit  on  the  project 
site. 

24.  There  is  no  evidence  that  landfill  gas  will  accumulate  in  the  adit  extension.  However, 
several  measures  exist  to  deal  with  this  should  it  occur.  First,  the  bat  population  will  be 
monitored  during  landfill  operations,  and  the  adit  extension  periodically  tested  for  gas. 
Should  the  presence  of  gas  be  detected  in  the  adit,  an  air  ventilation  system  currently 
existing  in  the  mine  shafts  could  be  engaged  to  vent  any  accumulated  gas.  A second, 
and  possibly  more  efficient,  solution  that  will  be  recommended  in  the  EIS/EIR  will  be 
to  make  sure  that  the  landfill  gas  collection  system  that  will  be  distributed  throughout 
the  landfill  will  include  gas  collection  pipes  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  adit 
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extension,  to  siphon  off  any  gas  in  the  area.  The  concrete  pipe  used  in  the  adit  extension 
will  also  be  sealed  to  inhibit  or  stop  any  infiltration  of  gas  into  the  adit. 

25.  It  is  clear  from  past  observations  that  bighorn  sheep  used  the  Eagle  Mountain  Mine  site 
even  during  periods  of  active  mining.  So  despite  any  increase  in  stress,  many  sheep  will 
acclimate  to  human  activity.  However,  it  is  the  goal  of  the  proposed  mitigation  program 
to  shift  the  bulk  of  bighorn  sheep  activity  away  from  the  potentially  more  stressful 
landfill/mine  area  to  sites  in  more  remote  sections  of  the  Eagle  Mountains.  There  is  an 
abundance  of  sheep  habitat  in  the  Eagle  Mountains,  but  much  is  not  used  or  is  under- 
utilized because  of  the  lack  of  permanent  water  sources.  Bighorn  sheep  use  the  current 
mine  site  primarily  because  of  the  permanent  availability  of  water.  A mitigation  goal  is 
to  create  new  water  sources  in  the  Eagle  Mountains  which  will  cause  sheep  to  move  away 
from  the  landfill  site  (stress-causing  human  activity).  These  measures  are  explained  in 
detail  on  pages  454-456  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

26.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  states  that  the  presence  of  the  landfill  has  the  potential  to  be  a significant 
impact  to  the  desert  tortoise  due  to  increased  predation  by  ravens  attracted  to  the  areas 
by  the  landfill  refuse  (see  draft  EIS/EIR,  pp.  446-449  and  Appendix  F,  pp.  70-71).  The 
document  proposes  to  monitor  both  tortoise  and  raven  populations  throughout  the  life  of 
the  landfill  project.  Prior  to  the  deposit  of  trash,  ravens  will  be  monitored  for  two  years 
to  determine  baseline  data.  After  the  landfilling  begins,  various  passive  controls  will  be 
used  on  ravens  including  daily  cover  of  trash.  If  the  raven  population  is  found  to  increase 
to  a level  that  threatens  tortoise  populations  despite  the  passive  controls,  then  an  active 
raven  control  program  will  be  instituted,  including  a raven  destruction  program  which 
would  be  undertaken  in  consultation  with  the  BLM,  USFWS,  and  CDFG.  All  permits 
and  plans  to  institute  this  program  will  be  in  place  before  landfill  operations  begin,  so 
that  a quick  response  to  a threat  to  the  tortoise  is  possible.  Raven  control  and  monitoring 
measures  are  discussed  on  pages  450-451  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  in  Section  E.C. 
(Biology)  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

27.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  states  that  at  maximum  buildout,  the  landfill  project  would  generate 
approximately  163  jobs.  Local  qualified  residents  would  be  given  a priority  hiring  status; 
however,  employees  may  also  be  relocated  from  outside  the  immediate  area.  Current 
employees  at  the  retum-to-custody  facility  may  seek  employment  at  the  landfill,  which 
would  provide  additional  employment  opportunities  at  the  RTCF.  For  a further  discus- 
sion on  growth-inducing  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  landfill,  see  pages  471-475 
of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

28.  AB  939  is  a mandatory  recycling  program.  Refuse  destined  for  landfilling  at  Eagle 
Mountain  must  comply  with  the  provisions  of  AB  939,  which  includes  the  removal  of 
all  recyclable  materials.  If  refuse  does  not  comply,  it  will  not  be  taken  to  Eagle  Mountain. 
If  municipalities  meet  the  50  percent  reduction  in  waste  requirement  by  the  year  2000, 
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50  percent  of  the  waste  stream  must  still  be  landfilled.  The  life  of  the  landfill  would  not 
decrease  the  incentive  to  meet  the  requirements  of  AB  939.  The  project  proposes  to  store 
recyclables  until  that  time  it  is  profitable  to  sell  them,  not  to  dump  them  (see  page  41  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR).  Pages  105-109  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discuss  recycling,  composting, 
and  other  forms  of  waste  source  reduction  in  greater  detail. 

29.  The  projected  life  span  of  the  project  is  based  on  the  most  current  landfill  design  as 
depicted  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Landfill  footprint  and  final  elevations  are  detailed  in  the 
project  description  of  the  draft  document.  Although  the  lease  with  Kaiser  Steel  is  for  99 
years  and  the  landfill  life  is  1 15  years,  landfilling  after  99  years  will  not  be  allowed  unless 
a lease  extension  or  other  arrangement  is  made  with  Kaiser.  For  planning  purposes,  it  is 
assumed  that  a lease  extension  will  be  made. 

30.  See  Response  0027-27  above. 

31.  According  to  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  project  would  implement  temporary  and  permanent 
drainage  facilities  to  divert  storm  water  flows  around  and  away  from  the  refuse  fill,  to 
collect  and  remove  any  storm  water  that  falls  on  the  refuse  fill,  to  control  off-site  flow 
of  waterborne  debris,  and  to  minimize  erosion.  The  proposed  landfill  would  be  designed 
to  meet  all  relevant  state  and  federal  regulations.  A drainage  plan  for  Eagle  Mountain  is 
contained  in  Appendix  L of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  Please  refer  to  Responses  0001-111 
through  116  for  additional  information  on  the  proposed  drainage  facilities. 

32.  See  Response  0026-38  for  a discussion  of  alternative  waste  diversion  measures. 

33.  Section  2774  of  the  California  Public  Resources  Code  (Surface  Mining  and  Reclamation 
Act)  requires  that  a reclamation  plan  be  submitted  and  approved  for  the  closure  of  the 
mine.  Kaiser  Steel  Corporation  submitted  such  a plan  in  1978,  which  was  approved. 
Refilling  the  pit  was  not  part  of  the  reclamation  plan.  An  amendment  to  that  plan  must 
be  approved  to  allow  a landfill  to  occur  within  the  mining  pit.  An  amendment  to 
Reclamation  Plan  No.  107  was  submitted  November  1990  and  is  waiting  approval  as  part 
of  this  project. 

34.  Please  see  Responses  0002-7  and  0002- 13a  and  13b. 

35.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

36.  Please  refer  to  Responses  0001-11 1 through  116.  A drainage  plan  for  Eagle  Mountain 
is  contained  in  Appendix  L of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  The  drainage  system  will  be  designed 
to  handle  100-year  storm  flows  for  the  most  critical  events  ranging  from  1-,  3-,  6-,  and 
24-hour  duration  storms.  In  addition,  a 500-year  frequency  standard  will  be  adopted  for 
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review  of  channel  freeboard  design.  The  drainage  plan  will  divert  all  runoff  away  from 
the  landfill  as  well  as  provide  interim  cover  that  is  designed  to  prevent  infiltration  and 
percolation  of  rainwater  that  falls  on  the  landfill.  It  is  not  possible  for  a failure  of  this 
system  to  result  in  several  hundred  acre-feet  of  water  being  dumped  into  the  fill  site  that 
will  result  in  the  generation  of  leachate,  because  only  rainwater  that  falls  directly  onto 
the  open  face  of  the  landfill  will  be  covered  with  either  interim  or  final  cover,  which  is 
designed  to  drain  runoff  and  prevent  percolation.  Additionally,  if  an  entire  year’s  rainfall 
fell  onto  the  open  face  of  the  landfill  in  one  storm  event,  this  would  only  cause  the  upper 
one  foot  of  refuse  to  reach  the  field  capacity  required  for  leachate  to  be  released  from  the 
refuse  mass.  Since  a day’s  volume  of  refuse  is  usually  20  to  30  feet  thick,  there  is 
insufficient  water  in  the  500-year  24-  or  3-hour  storm  events  to  cause  the  refuse  to  reach 
a point  of  saturation  where  leachate  will  be  generated. 

37.  As  discussed  in  Response  0027-36  above,  even  after  a major  storm  event,  vast  amounts 
of  water  would  not  percolate  into  the  landfill  itself.  Although  no  leachate  is  predicted  to 
be  generated  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill,  the  site  will  be  provided  with  a leachate 
collection  and  removal  system  (LCRS).  The  LCRS  will  be  sloped  to  drain  at  a minimum 
of  three  percent  toward  the  centerline  of  the  FML.  The  LCRS  blanket  drain  will  be  placed 
on  the  FML  protective  geotextile  filter  fabric.  The  LCRS  geotextile  filter  fabric  will  be 
placed  over  the  upper  surface  of  the  LCRS  blanket  drain  to  protect  the  blanket  drain  from 
infiltration  of  fines  from  the  protective  soil  cover  above  the  LCRS  blanket  drain.  The 
protective  soil  cover  will  maintain  separation  between  the  refuse  and  the  LCRS  liner 
system.  The  protective  soil  cover  is  intended  to  mitigate  potential  damage  to  the 
underlying  drainage  system  and  liner  during  construction  and  during  initial  lifts  of  refuse 
filling. 

38.  During  development  of  more  detailed  design  specifications  for  project  construction,  an 
engineering  decision  was  made  to  design  the  leachate  collection  system  using  a blanket 
drainage  system  rather  than  a series  of  interconnecting  leachate  collection  pipes  operating 
under  a gravity  system  in  the  higher  elevations  and  a pump  system  in  the  lower  elevations 
as  discussed  in  Section  IV.F.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  More  details  of  the  leachate  collection 
system  can  be  found  in  Response  0027-37  above. 

39.  The  drainage  system  will  be  subject  to  approval  by  the  relevant  state  and  federal 
regulatory  agencies  as  well  as  the  County  Flood  Control  District. 

40.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

41a.  The  RWQCB’s  permitting  process  will  require  the  implementation  of  the  applicable  state 
and  federal  regulations  which  would  assure  that  the  liner  design  ensures  the  integrity  of 
the  liner  during  seismic  events  and  the  static  loading  of  the  refuse.  The  site  is  34  miles 
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from  the  nearest  active  fault,  the  San  Andreas,  and  as  such  will  only  receive  low  to 
moderate  ground  shaking.  As  per  the  active  fault  evaluation  prepared  by  geologist  Dr. 
Richard  Proctor  titled  “Evaluation  of  Active  Faulting  at  Eagle  Mountain,”  the  maximum 
probable  earthquake  acceleration  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  site  is  0. 1 g (gravity).  However, 
the  landfill  will  be  designed  to  withstand  the  maximum  probable  earthquake  without 
damage  to  the  foundation,  fill  slopes,  or  structures  which  control  leachate,  gas  collection, 
or  surface  drainage.  That  is,  all  structures  will  be  designed  to  withstand  0.2  g,  double 
the  maximum  probable  earthquake. 

41b.  The  groundwater  basin  is  distantly  connected  to  the  aquifer.  However,  due  to  the 
proposed  mitigation  measures  working  in  conjunction  with  each  other,  the  area’s 
groundwater  resources  would  be  protected  from  any  degradation.  See  Responses  0001-8 
and  0001-25.  A detailed  description  of  the  composite  liner  and  the  leachate  collection 
and  removal  system  can  be  found  in  Response  0002-4.  A description  of  the  proposed 
groundwater  monitoring  program  is  provided  in  Response  0002-5. 

42.  Please  refer  to  Response  0017-10  for  a discussion  of  traffic  impacts  associated  with  the 
proposed  project. 

43.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  identifies  measures  to  control  potential  fire  hazards  and  associated 
smoke  (see  page  340-344).  Measures  to  control  vectors  include  the  application  of  a daily 
earthen  cover,  barriers,  and  explosive  noises  (see  page  345-347).  Please  refer  to 
Response  0001-97  for  a detailed  discussion  of  odor  impacts. 

44.  See  Response  0006-1.  Refuse  destined  for  landfilling  at  Eagle  Mountain  must  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  AB  939,  the  “Recycling  Bill.”  Such  compliance  means  that  the 
refuse  has  been  subjected  to  an  inspection  program  to  ensure  the  adequate  removal  of 
recyclables  and  hazardous  materials.  If  refuse  does  not  comply,  it  will  not  be  taken  to 
Eagle  Mountain. 

45.  Please  refer  to  Response  0017-10  for  a discussion  of  traffic  impacts  associated  with  the 
proposed  project. 

46.  The  Air  Quality  section  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  both  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin 
and  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  air  quality  standards  because  aspects  of  the  project 
occur  in  both  air  basins.  The  draft  document  does  address  the  project’s  air  impact  under 
SCAB  rules.  See  pages  368-418. 

47.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  363)  states  that  the  proposed  project  would  generate  two  percent 
increase  in  traffic  on  I- 10.  This  incremental  increase  in  traffic  is  not  considered  a 
significant  traffic  impact.  Furthermore,  since  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  MRC 
has  proposed  to  reduce  the  round-  trip  truck  traffic  from  200  to  100,  which  would  further 
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reduce  traffic  impacts  (see  Section  II.B.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR).  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page 
351)  states  that  the  project  itself  and  the  operation  of  off-site  transfer  stations  to  serve 
the  project  would  not  be  expected  to  increase  the  frequency  of  accidents  involving  solid 
waste  transport,  when  considered  in  terms  of  accidents  per  ton-mile  of  transport. 
Emergency  response  plans  are  already  in  place  at  the  local  government  level,  as  part  of 
federal  and  statewide  programs  (see  Response  0026-3).  As  part  of  their  own  emergency 
response  planning,  MRC  would  maintain  adequate  staff  on-site  or  on  call  to  provide 
clean-up  workers  and  trash  pickup  as  necessary. 

48.  Yes,  Eagle  Mountain  Road  will  be  doubled  in  width  from  20  feet  to  40  feet  to  accommo- 
date the  truck  traffic  as  explained  on  page  25  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  traffic  impacts 
along  Eagle  Mountain  Road  are  addressed  on  pages  363  to  365  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR, 
which  concludes  that  no  significant  impacts  due  to  truck  traffic  on  surface  streets  are 
anticipated.  Additionally,  subsequent  to  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  MRC  has 
proposed  to  reduce  truck  traffic  to  the  project  site  from  200  to  100  round-trips  daily  and 
in  three  years  to  eliminate  all  but  those  trucks  serving  the  desert  cities  (not  to  exceed 
100).  See  Section  II.B.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a discussion  of  the  reduction  in  truck 
traffic. 

49.  Page  1 57  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  the  existing  daily  traffic  on  Eagle  Mountain  Road, 
pointing  out  that  it  primarily  serves  traffic  related  to  the  MWD  pumping  station.  The 
document  fails  to  mention  that  approximately  15  residences  are  located  on  the  MWD 
property,  accounting  for  the  65  daily  vehicle  trips  shown  on  Figure  50.  Figure  78  shows 
the  1995  future  traffic  volumes  on  Eagle  Mountain  Road  to  be  485  vehicles  (200  trucks 
each  way  and  the  1 990  daily  trips  factored  upward  to  reflect  growth  at  the  MWD  pumping 
station).  The  traffic  report  determined  that  all  traffic  movements  would  continue  to 
operate  at  LOS  A (excellent). 

50.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  365)  concludes  that  regardless  of  the  configuration  of  the 
intersection  at  Eagle  Mountain  Road  and  Kaiser  Road,  LOS  A operating  conditions 
would  result.  This  is  the  optimum  LOS  obtainable. 

5 1 . The  proposed  landfill  operations  will  not  involve  the  transport  of  hazardous  materials. 
In  the  event  of  a rail  accident,  the  clean-up  procedures  for  nonhazardous  materials  are 
described  in  Response  0026-3. 

52.  Please  see  Responses  0021-7  and  0026-3. 

53.  Operation  of  the  landfill  and  associated  equipment  will  be  in  accordance  with  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  Title  14,  California  Code  of  Regulations.  In  particular,  those  sections 
which  require  actions  to  prevent  the  harboring  of  flies,  birds,  and  vectors  will  be  observed. 
See  Responses  0026-9  and  10  for  a discussion  of  measures  to  control  dust  and  windblown 
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debris.  Also,  measures  to  control  vectors  include  the  application  of  a daily  earthen  cover, 
barriers,  and  explosive  noises  (see  page  345-347  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 

54.  As  stated  on  page  50  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  truck  traffic  to  the  Phase  I container  handling 
yard  would  use  Interstate  10  and  the  existing  Eagle  Mountain  Road.  From  Eagle 
Mountain  Road,  approximately  six  miles  north  of  I- 10,  the  new  Eagle  Mountain  Road 
extension  would  provide  access  directly  to  the  Phase  II  container  handling  yard.  See 
Response  0027-49.  Currently,  approximately  6,000  trucks  use  I- 1 0 per  day.  During  high 
winds,  these  trucks  are  stopped  at  the  bottom  of  the  Indio  grade.  The  additional  trucks 
serving  the  landfill  will  lay  over  there  also.  If  an  overflow  of  trucks  arrives  at  the  landfill 
simultaneously,  a line  will  be  formed  at  the  container  handling  yard  and  the  intermodal 
containers  will  be  removed  from  the  trucks  in  the  order  they  arrived.  The  landfill  would 
continue  to  operate  under  normal  conditions. 

55.  See  Response  0027-57  below  for  a detailed  discussion  of  project  impacts  to  the  residents 
near  the  pumping  station,  including  noise.  Phase  I operations  would  involve  one 
round-trip  train  trip  per  day  to  the  Phase  I container  handling  yard.  There  is  not  a 
significant  noise  impact  on  the  retum-to-custody  facility,  which  is  much  closer  to  the 
railroad  tracks  than  the  school.  When  the  Phase  II  operations  commence,  up  to  five  trains 
serving  the  Phase  II  container  handling  yard  will  be  utilizing  the  new  rail  alignment 
located  approximately  1.5  miles  from  the  school. 

56.  Although  the  applicant  is  not  proposing  nighttime  landfill  operations  except  for  the 
unloading  facilities,  such  lighting  and  security  lighting  from  the  landfill  could  present  a 
potential  visual  impact  to  the  surrounding  area.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  518-519) 
identifies  project  design  features  to  reduce  potential  night  lighting  to  below  a level  of 
significance,  including  limitation  on  night  activities,  the  type  and  direction  of  lighting, 
and  truck  traffic  routing. 

57.  This  comment  is  correct.  The  Metropolitan  Water  District  operates  a pumping  plant  and 
ancillary  facilities  located  1.5  miles  south  of  the  southernmost  project  boundary  and  4 
miles  south  of  the  landfill  footprint  at  its  closest  point.  There  are  approximately  15 
single-family  residences  in  the  vicinity  of  the  pumping  plant,  housing  approximately  60 
MWD  employees  and  their  families.  Access  is  provided  by  the  existing  Eagle  Mountain 
Road  to  Interstate  10,  and  by  the  MWD  maintenance  road  from  the  pump  station  north 
to  Kaiser  Road.  The  residences  are  located  approximately  3,500  feet  west  of  the  existing 
Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  and  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Road  Extension.  The 
following  is  a discussion  of  issues  which  may  potentially  impact  the  residents  at  the 
MWD  plant. 

a.  Traffic.  All  truck  traffic  hauling  refuse  to  the  site  will  be  required  to  use  the  Eagle 
Mountain  Road  Extension  via  Eagle  Mountain  Road.  Up  to  12  trains  of  refuse  would 
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cross  Eagle  Mountain  Road  and  the  MWD  access  road  per  day  (6  trains  to  the  landfill 
and  6 return  trains). 

Eagle  Mountain  Road  runs  from  south  of  I- 10  north  to  the  MWD  pumping  station, 
located  approximately  7 miles  north  of  the  interstate.  The  existing  roadway  is  a 
two-lane  facility  with  a 20-foot  paved  width.  Existing  traffic  volumes  on  Eagle 
Mountain  Road  and  its  freeway  interchange  with  I- 10  are  very  low,  since  the  road 
primarily  serves  only  traffic  associated  with  the  pumping  station  and  residents  there. 
As  shown  on  Figure  7,  current  average  daily  traffic  volume  on  Eagle  Mountain  Road 
between  the  I- 10  freeway  ramp  and  Ragsdale  Road  (a  short  two-lane  facility  which 
connects  Eagle  Mountain  Road  with  Kaiser  Road  to  the  east)  is  1 10  vehicles.  The 
existing  daily  traffic  volume  on  Eagle  Mountain  Road  from  Ragsdale  Road  to  the 
MWD  pump  station  is  65  vehicles.  All  intersections  currently  operate  at  a Level  of 
Service  (LOS)  A,  meaning  minimal  or  no  delays  and  free  flow  for  all  traffic 
movements.  Also,  see  Response  0027-49  above. 

By  1995  the  daily  traffic  volume  on  Eagle  Mountain  Road  between  the  I- 10  freeway 
ramp  and  Ragsdale  Road  would  be  135  vehicles.  Between  Ragsdale  Road  and  the 
MWD  pump  station,  the  1995  ADT  would  be  85  vehicles.  The  traffic  appendix  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  D:33)  explains  that  these  estimates  of  future  traffic 
volumes  are  based  on  applying  generalized  growth  rates  from  the  Southern  Califor- 
nia Association  of  Governments  Regional  Transportation  Plan  to  the  current  traffic 
volumes.  With  these  projected  traffic  volumes,  LOS  A conditions  are  projected  for 
all  turning  movements. 

The  project  proposes  to  extend  and  widen  Eagle  Mountain  Road  so  that  it  is  capable 
of  accommodating  the  increased  truck  traffic  associated  with  the  transport  of  solid 
waste  to  the  landfill  site.  The  extension  would  begin  at  the  point  where  the  existing 
public  road  now  ends  just  south  of  the  MWD  pump  station.  The  extended  road 
would  follow  parallel  to  the  existing  railroad  tracks,  and  to  the  new  rail  spur  proposed 
to  lead  to  the  Phase  II  container  handling  yard. 

All  project-related  truck  traffic  would  be  required  to  use  Eagle  Mountain  Road  and 
its  extension.  The  project  would  be  limited  to  a maximum  of  100  one-way  truck 
shipments  (200  round  trips)  per  day.  With  implementation  of  the  proposed  project, 
future  (1995)  traffic  volumes  on  Eagle  Mountain  Road  are  estimated  at  335  vehicles 
in  the  sector  between  I- 10  and  Ragsdale  Road,  285  vehicles  on  the  sector  between 
Ragsdale  Road  and  the  MWD  pump  station,  and  200  vehicles  on  the  sector  north  of 
the  station  (the  sector  to  be  extended). 

The  extended  and  improved  Eagle  Mountain  Road  would  be  constructed  to  match 
County  standards  for  a mountain  arterial  (40-foot- wide  pavement/1 10-foot  right-of- 


228 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EIR 


DOCUMENT  0027 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


DOCUMENT  0027 


way).  As  such,  the  roadway  would  have  a nominal  capacity  of  1 8,000  ADTs  (Studor, 
Riverside  County  Transportation  Department,  12/18/91).  Since  the  traffic  volumes 
expected  to  result  from  project  implementation  would  be  well  below  this  capacity, 
no  significant  degradation  in  operating  conditions  is  anticipated  as  a result  of 
project-related  truck  traffic  on  Eagle  Mountain  Road.  All  traffic  movements  would 
continue  to  occur  at  LOS  A. 

The  railroad  line  and  its  proposed  spur  into  the  Phase  II  container  yard  will  include 
four  at- grade  crossings  in  the  vicinity:  (1)  the  existing  at-  grade  crossing  on  Eagle 
Mountain  Road  at  Victory  Pass,  two  miles  south  of  the  MWD  pump  station,  (2)  a 
crossing  where  the  Eagle  Mountain  Road  extension  would  begin  at  Eagle  Mountain 
Road,  (3)  the  existing  crossing  where  the  railroad  crosses  the  MWD  access  road 
about  1.5  miles  north  of  the  pump  station,  and  (4)  a new  crossing  where  the  new  rail 
spur  will  cross  Kaiser  Road.  The  busiest  of  these  at-grade  crossings  (number  4)  was 
analyzed  in  the  traffic  appendix  (Appendix  D:45-47),  and  was  determined  not  to 
represent  a significant  hazard.  The  project  would,  however,  install  an  automated 
crossing  gate  at  this  location. 

Of  the  remaining  three  crossings,  (1)  and  (3)  would  affect  the  residents  at  the  MWD 
pump  station  in  the  same  manner  as  the  previous  operations  of  the  Kaiser  ore  trains. 
Minor  delays  at  one  access  point  or  the  other  would  occur  as  trains  pass.  A review 
of  28  years  of  operations  records  revealed  no  collisions  with  motor  vehicles  at  either 
of  these  crossings.  In  the  highly  unlikely  event  of  a rail  accident  that  would  block 
either  Eagle  Mountain  Road  or  the  MWD  access  road  to  the  north,  the  other  access 
route  would  remain  open  since  a distance  of  about  four  miles  separates  the  two. 
Thus,  the  resumption  of  rail  operations  is  not  expected  to  have  a significant  impact 
on  vehicle  traffic  to  and  from  the  MWD  pump  station  and  its  associated  residences. 

b.  Air  Quality.  Potential  air  quality  impacts  to  the  MWD  site  would  be  generated  by 
three  activities  associated  with  the  proposed  project:  (1)  rail  and  (2)  truck  transport 
of  solid  waste  to  the  site,  and  (3)  on-site  operations  at  the  landfill  site  itself.  The 
revised  air  quality  modeling  results  presented  in  Appendix  M (Attachment  5,  Table 
36,  and  Attachment  8)  indicate  that  for  the  worst-case  receptor  point  in  the  project 
vicinity,  all  short-term  and  long-term  standards  for  all  air  pollutants  would  be  met. 
The  worst-case  receptor  points  for  the  24-hour  and  annual  averages  are  located  along 
the  easterly  project  boundary,  approximately  four  miles  north  of  the  MWD  pump 
station.  Effects  on  ambient  air  quality  at  the  pump  station  itself,  and  at  the  residences 
associated  with  the  pump  station,  would  be  substantially  less  than  at  the  worst-case 
receptor  point.  Local  air  quality  impacts  at  the  pump  station  would,  therefore,  not 
be  significant. 
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c.  Noise.  Potential  noise  impacts  to  the  MWD  site  would  be  generated  by  three 
activities  associated  with  the  proposed  project:  (1)  rail  and  (2)  truck  transport  of 
solid  waste  to  the  site,  and  (3)  on-site  operations  at  the  landfill  site  itself.  Riverside 
County  does  not  have  a noise  ordinance  that  would  apply  to  this  project.  However, 
the  state  Department  of  Health  has  established  guidelines  for  assessing  the  compat- 
ibility of  community  noise  environments  and  land  uses  in  terms  of  CNEL  (Commu- 
nity Noise  Equivalent  Level).  These  guidelines  are  summarized  in  Figure  76  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR. 

CNEL  represents  a time-weighted  24-hour  average  noise  level  based  on  the  A- 
weighted  decibel  (dBA).  “A”  weighting  equates  noise  to  the  frequency  response  of 
the  human  ear.  Time  weighting  involves  the  penalization  of  noise  (or  the  determi- 
nation that  a noise  is  perceived  to  be  louder)  during  certain  periods  during  which 
people’s  sensitivity  to  noise  is  increased.  The  CNEL  scale  penalizes  noises  during 
the  evening  period  (7  to  10  P.M.)  by  5 dBA,  and  by  10  dBA  during  the  nighttime 
(10  P.M.  to  7 A.M.).  The  highest  threshold  noise  levels  considered  normally  accept- 
able for  single-  and  multi-family  residences  are  60  dBA  CNEL  and  65  dBA  CNEL, 
respectively.  Noise  measurements  conducted  during  December  1989  measured  the 
equivalent  noise  levels  (Leq)  and  the  maximum  noise  levels  (Lmax). 

1)  Train  Noise.  The  residences  at  the  MWD  pump  station  are  3,500  feet  from  the 
area  of  track  where  they  have  a line  of  sight  uninterrupted  by  hills.  Table  17  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR  indicates  that  the  existing  one-hour  Leq  values  in  this  vicinity 
were  measured  at  46  dBA.  As  indicated  by  the  data  shown  in  Table  19  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR,  12  trains  per  day  at  this  distance  would  produce  noise  levels  of 
about  40  CNEL,  which  is  consistent  with  rural  areas.  Assuming  that  a 1 0-minute 
Leq  is  79  dBA  at  50  feet,  at  3,500  feet  the  10-minute  Leq  would  be  50  dBA. 
Twelve  events  per  day  of  50  dBA  Leq  occurring  for  10  minutes  each  in  an  area 
where  the  existing  ambient  is  46  dBA  Leq  would  be  audible  but  would  not 
constitute  a noise  level  significantly  intrusive  on  people’s  activities. 

2)  Truck  Noise.  Trucks  transporting  solid  waste  would  only  be  allowed  to  use 
Eagle  Mountain  Road  and  its  extension.  Where  the  houses  near  the  pump  station 
have  a line  of  sight  uninterrupted  by  topography,  they  are  3,500  feet  from  the 
roadway.  A heavy  truck  traveling  at  35  mph  along  Eagle  Mountain  Road  would 
produce  a noise  level  of  80  dBA  at  50  feet.  At  3,500  feet,  using  an  attenuation 
rate  of  5 dBA  for  every  doubling  of  distance  plus  3 dBA  for  atmospheric 
absorption,  the  exterior  noise  level  produced  by  the  truck  would  be  46  dBA. 

Existing  daytime  average  hourly  noise  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  the  area  occupied 
by  the  MWD  facility  were  measured  at  46  dBA  Leq.  Interior  noise  levels  would 
be  less  due  to  attenuation  by  the  buildings.  It  is  not  likely  that  the  noise  level 
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of  46  dBA  produced  by  a truck  pass-by  would  significantly  impact  the  resi- 
dences at  the  MWD  pumping  station  either  during  the  daytime  or  during  the 
nighttime. 

3)  Landfill  Noise.  The  landfill  operations  would  be  limited  to  the  daytime  hours 
and  only  the  container  handling  yard  would  operate  on  a 24-hour  basis.  During 
the  nighttime,  the  yard  would  only  load  or  unload  containers  and  perform 
maintenance  activities. 

Table  49  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  shows  the  noise  levels  projected  to  be  produced 
by  on-site  equipment.  As  shown  in  the  table,  the  loudest  equipment  would 
generate  a combined  noise  level  of  106  dBA.  Maximum  noise  levels  for  each 
piece  of  equipment  were  used  to  obtain  the  combined  106  dBA  level,  which 
would  be  a worst-case  scenario. 

The  MWD  pump  station  and  residential  land  uses  are  located  approximately  3.6 
miles  south  of  the  landfill  site.  Ambient  noise  levels  in  this  vicinity  were 
measured  to  be  approximately  46  dBA.  Assuming  that  the  landfill  is  a point 
source,  the  attenuation  rate  would  be  6 dBA  for  every  doubling  of  distance  plus 
1 dBA  for  every  thousand  feet  due  to  atmospheric  absorption  (Bolt,  Beranek, 
and  Newman  Inc.  1973).  Therefore,  at  the  MWD  pump  station  and  residences, 
the  noise  level  would  be  36  dBA  from  the  landfill.  This  is  a conservative  estimate 
because  of  the  assumption  of  a worst-case  noise  level  and  the  fact  that  interven- 
ing topography  was  not  considered.  It  should  be  noted  that  many  of  the  landfill 
operations  would  occur  inside  the  pit,  which  would  provide  shielding,  and  the 
equipment  would  be  dispersed  throughout  the  site,  further  reducing  the  esti- 
mated maximum  noise  level.  The  estimated  worst-case  36  dBA  landfill  noise 
level  would  not  be  a significant  impact. 

d.  Utilities  and  Services.  Secondary  effects  of  the  project  include  an  increase  in  the 
demand  for  utility  and  other  services  from  the  added  population  of  workers  and  their 
families.  Relative  to  the  existing  residents  at  the  MWD  pump  station,  no  significant 
impacts  relating  to  an  increased  demand  for  electricity,  natural  gas,  and  telephone 
service  are  anticipated.  Within  the  Eagle  Mountain  community,  neither  the  elemen- 
tary nor  the  middle  schools  are  being  used.  Approximately  93  students  enrolled  in 
grades  K-8  use  the  high  school  building,  and  the  30  high  school  students  from  the 
area  are  bused  to  Blythe.  The  anticipated  increase  in  the  school-aged  population 
would  not  substantially  alter  the  educational  services  for  the  community. 

Improvements  to  the  fire  station,  and  the  water  supply  system  for  fire  protection  are 
expected  with  the  soon-to-be  expanded  RTCF.  Additionally,  since  the  larger 
population  attracted  to  the  area  by  the  new  job  opportunities  at  the  landfill  would  be 
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served  by  the  fire  fighting  staff  at  the  RTCF,  the  proposed  project  would  contribute 
to  the  funding  of  the  fire  improvements  necessary  to  provide  the  required  fire  flows 
in  the  housing  area  and  the  landfill  site.  Emergency  medical  services  would  be 
provided  by  fire  fighting  personnel  assigned  to  the  fire  station;  critical  emergency 
service  in  the  area  (by  helicopter)  is  now  provided  from  Indio  or  Riverside.  The 
Riverside  County  Sheriffs  Office  does  not  anticipate  any  significant  impacts  in  the 
department’s  ability  to  continue  providing  service  to  Eagle  Mountain.  Thus,  the 
provision  of  emergency  services  in  the  vicinity  of  the  MWD  pump  station  would 
not  be  degraded  by  the  proposed  project. 

The  MWD  resident’s  potable  water  needs  are  provided  for  by  the  MWD;  water  is 
taken  directly  from  the  Colorado  River  Aqueduct,  treated  on-site  at  the  pump  station 
and  distributed  to  the  station  residents  (Ray  Hurd,  MWD,  12/23/91).  No  significant 
adverse  potable  water  impacts  would  be  expected. 

58.  The  Riverside  County  Planning  Department  has  on  record  a letter  received  from  James  O. 
Wallace,  Agricultural  Commissioner  and  Director  of  Weights  & Measures,  dated 
April  10, 1990.  It  states  “that  the  provisions  stipulated  for  the  landfill  operation  at  Eagle 
Mountain  would  not  contribute  to  the  artificial  spread  of  a quarantinable  pest  [e.g., 
Mediterranean  fruit  fly  (Medfly)].”  A variety  of  factors  combine  to  make  the  probability 
of  aerial  spraying  of  malathion  in  the  Desert  Center  area  for  the  purpose  of  controlling 
an  extensive  Medfly  infestation  quite  low: 

• The  insects  are  not  likely  to  survive  in  the  conditions  of  compaction,  transport, 
and  burying  to  which  the  solid  waste  would  be  subject. 

• The  availability  of  host  fruit  to  support  the  insect  is  quite  low,  relative  to  urban 
areas,  in  the  Desert  Center  area.  Grapes,  which  are  grown  in  the  area,  are  not  a 
good  host  fruit  for  this  insect. 

• Control  measures  other  than  aerial  spraying  are  available.  State  law  does  require 
the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture  to  take  steps  to  control 
and  eradicate  infestations  of  the  Medfly  but  does  not  prescribe  the  control 
method  to  be  used.  Release  of  sterile  individuals,  spot  spraying  at  ground  level, 
and  other  techniques  have  been  successfully  applied  to  control  infestations  in 
Riverside  County. 

In  the  unlikely  event  that  malathion  would  be  used  in  an  eradication  program,  risks  posed 
to  public  health  and  the  environment  would  be  quite  low.  Any  application  of  pesticides 
in  an  eradication  program  is  controlled  by  existing  regulations  to  avoid  or  minimize 
adverse  effects.  For  example,  spraying  on  or  near  open  bodies  of  water  such  as  the 
Colorado  River  Aqueduct  is  prohibited.  One  reason  that  malathion  is  a widespread 
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pesticide  is  that  it  does  biodegrade  in  the  environment  within  a matter  of  days  to  weeks. 
In  summary,  all  of  these  factors  operate  together  to  make  the  potential  for  the  risks  implied 
in  the  comment  very  small  (California  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture,  Pesticide 
Registration  Branch,  Don  Henry,  pers.  comm.,  April  29,  1992). 

59.  Surface  drainage  is  directed  across  the  aqueduct,  not  leachate.  At  the  locations  where  the 
surface  water  will  be  allowed  to  cross  the  aqueduct,  the  aqueduct  is  covered.  Waters  to 
be  released  in  existing  channels  that  presently  cross  the  aqueduct  are  storm  waters  that 
have  been  unaffected  by  the  landfill  operations.  See  the  drainage  section  (IV. F.)  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  for  more  details.  Also,  the  updated  drainage  report  is  contained  in 
Appendix  L of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

60.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

61.  A discussion  of  at-grade  rail  crossings  can  be  found  on  pages  358-362  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  concludes  that  the  effect  of  the  project  on  safety  at  rail 
crossings  with  surface  streets  is  not  considered  a significant  impact.  The  draft  EIS/EIR 
states  that  due  to  the  presence  of  school  children,  MRC  will  install  flashing  lights  at  the 
railroad  crossing  proposed  along  Kaiser  Road.  This  measure  will  make  it  one  of  the 
lowest-hazard  at-grade  crossings  analyzed.  Also,  since  the  preparation  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR,  MRC  has  proposed  to  reduce  truck  traffic  to  the  project  site  from  200  to  100 
round  trips  daily  and  in  three  years  to  eliminate  all  but  those  trucks  serving  the  desert 
cities  (not  to  exceed  100).  This  measure  would  further  reduce  traffic  impacts.  See 
Section  ILB.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a discussion  of  the  reduction  in  truck  traffic. 

62.  The  monitoring  of  emissions  standards  by  Southern  Pacific  will  not  be  the  responsibility 
of  MRC.  It  will  be  the  continued  responsibility  of  the  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Manage- 
ment District  to  investigate  any  complaints  or  violations  pertaining  to  visible  exhaust 
with  respect  to  Southern  Pacific  operations  as  prescribed  by  Rule  40 1 of  the  district. 

63.  Subsequent  to  the  issuance  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  a revised  Chapter  15  was  issued  by  the 
State  of  California.  One  of  the  new  provisions  of  Chapter  15  states:  “Waste  discharge 
requirements  shall  contain  a provision  which  requires  the  discharger  to  obtain  and 
maintain  assurances  of  financial  responsibility  for  initiating  and  completing  corrective 
action  for  all  known  or  reasonably  foreseeable  releases  for  the  waste  management  unit.” 
This  provision  requires  the  discharger  to  post  a bond  to  provide  for  cleanup  of  any 
foreseeable  release.  The  amount  of  the  bond  is  established  by  the  Regional  Water  Quality 
Control  Board  after  evaluation  of  the  nature  of  the  refuse,  the  site  characteristics, 
protection  measures,  and  other  factors. 
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64.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

65.  The  County  of  Riverside  General  Plan  does  not  require  a minimum  distance  between 
Class  HI  nonhazardous  landfills  and  school  sites.  The  distance  requirement  referenced 
in  this  comment  applies  to  hazardous  waste  disposal  sites;  however,  this  would  not  apply 
to  the  proposed  Class  HI  nonhazardous  landfill  (County  of  Riverside  1986:365). 

66.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

67.  See  Response  0001-25. 

68.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary.  Air  impacts  are  addressed  in  Section  IV.D.  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR. 

69.  Project  implementation  is  expected  to  result  in  additional  consumption  of  approximately 
20,000  gallons  of  diesel  fuel  per  day.  The  fuel  consumption  associated  with  the  proposed 
action  is  primarily  due  to  the  proposed  rail  operations  to  the  landfill  site.  However,  the 
use  of  rail  transport  is  more  fuel  efficient  that  using  trucks  to  haul  the  waste  approximately 
75  miles  to  the  landfill  site.  The  estimated  20,000  gallons  of  additional  diesel  fuel 
consumption  per  day  is  equivalent  to  approximately  650  megawatt-hours  of  energy 
consumption  each  day.  The  LFG  recovery  and  utilization  system  discussed  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  (pages  40,  41,  574-584)  is  not  expected  to  produce  an  equivalent  amount  of 
energy  until  peak  power  production  reaches  32  MW.  Depending  on  LFG  generation 
rates  and  other  factors,  the  landfill  will  have  been  operating  for  12  to  27  years  before  this 
power  output  is  achieved  (sometime  between  the  years  2004  and  2017). 

70.  At  maximum  operations,  the  project  originally  proposed  200  round-trip  truck  trips  per 
day  to  deliver  refuse  to  the  site.  An  additional  250  round-trip  vehicle  trips  are  anticipated 
which  would  include  employee  travel,  delivery  vehicles,  service  vehicles,  and  other 
traffic  to  and  from  the  site.  Only  a small  portion  of  these  vehicles  would  be  trucks. 
Overall  freeway  traffic  would  be  increased  roughly  five  percent,  while  truck  traffic  would 
represent  a two  percent  increase  in  the  overall  daily  traffic  volume  on  I- 10. 

Subsequent  to  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  MRC  proposed  to  reduce  truck  traffic 
to  the  project  site  from  200  to  100  round  trips  daily  and  in  three  years  to  eliminate  all  but 
those  trucks  serving  the  desert  cities  (not  to  exceed  100).  This  would  represent  a roughly 
one  percent  increase  in  the  overall  daily  traffic  volume  on  I- 10,  which  is  considered  an 
insignificant  increase.  See  Section  II.B.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a discussion  of  the 
reduction  in  truck  traffic. 
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71.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

72.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

73.  See  Response  0026-4. 

74.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

75.  Please  see  Responses  0001-36  and  0002-13. 

76.  By  order  of  the  Riverside  County  Environmental  Health  Division,  Kaiser  Steel  has 
repaired  the  leaking  water  tanks  for  the  town  of  Eagle  Mountain.  A water  source  for 
bighorn  sheep  has  been  placed  at  one  of  the  tank  sites  (with  the  approval  of  the  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game).  If  the  project  is  approved,  the  loss  of  a permanent  water 
source  for  Nelson’s  bighorn  sheep  is  mitigated  by  replacement  of  a permanent  water 
source  in  an  area  away  from  the  landfill. 

77.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

78.  Please  refer  to  Response  0006- 1 for  a discussion  of  regional  recycling  efforts.  In  addition 
to  household  and  neighborhood  recycling  efforts,  recycling  activities  are  required  at  the 
MRFs  and  transfer  stations.  Waste  which  has  not  been  processed  for  the  removal  of 
recyclables  will  not  be  sent  to  Eagle  Mountain  for  landfilling. 

79.  As  outlined  in  Section  IV.H.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  increase  in  population,  employment, 
and  income  resulting  from  the  proposed  project  would  be  considered  an  economic  benefit 
to  the  Desert  Center  communities  (see  Response  0018-13).  Furthermore,  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  states  that  the  increased  population  could  also  have  a positive  influence  on  real 
estate  and  property  values  in  the  surrounding  area. 

80.  The  memorandum  of  understanding  between  MRC  and  the  County  of  Riverside  is 
discussed  in  the  Socioeconomics  section,  page  476  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  One  stipulation 
of  the  MOU  requires  that  MRC  pay  the  County  of  Riverside  $444,000  toward  the  cost 
and  operation  of  CS A 5 1 during  the  project  permitting  phase  provided  that  certain  other 
requirements  established  in  the  MOU  are  met. 

81.  Water  quality  data  were  obtained  from  the  California  Department  of  Water  Resources, 
the  Lower  Colorado  River  RWQCB,  the  Riverside  County  Department  of  Health,  the 
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U.S.  Geological  Survey,  and  Kaiser  Steel  Resources.  In  addition,  water  samples  were 
taken  from  seven  wells  in  the  northwestern  Chuckwalla  Valley.  These  data  indicate  that 
the  groundwater  quality  in  most  of  the  northwestern  Chuckwalla  Valley  is  not  suitable 
for  drinking  without  treatment  because  its  fluoride  concentrations  exceed  the  national 
primary  drinking  water  standards.  The  town  of  Eagle  Mountain  uses  untreated  ground- 
water  for  industrial  and  domestic  purposes,  but  due  to  the  high  fluoride  content,  all 
drinking  water  is  provided  by  tanker  truck  or  in  bottles.  Lake  Tamarisk  has  a plant  which 
treats  the  water  for  fluoride  removal. 

82.  The  Solid  Waste  Management  Plan  states  that  “. . . it  is  illegal  to  dispose  of  solid  wastes 
at  Riverside  County-operated  Class  III  landfills  which  have  been  generated  in  other 
counties,  without  prior  approval. . . . The  ultimate  decision  to  allow  importation  of  any 
solid  wastes  whether  in  a private  or  public  facility  shall  rest  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
on  a case-by-case  analysis  (page  IV-5).” 

83.  See  Response  0026-28. 

84.  As  a requirement  of  the  new  federal  EPA  regulations  and  RWQCB,  a composite  liner 
consisting  of  a layer  of  low-permeability  soil  and  a 60-mil  high  density  polyethylene 
(HDPE)  flexible  membrane  will  be  placed  over  the  entire  area  underlying  refuse.  A 
description  of  the  modified  containment  system  is  contained  in  Section  n.B.  1 of  the  final 
EIS/EIR.  See  Responses  0001-10  and  11. 

85.  “State-of-the-art”  for  municipal  solid  waste  landfills  is  a single  composite  liner  formed 
from  a synthetic  flexible  membrane  liner  and  a low-permeability  soil  layer  having  a 
permeability  of  1 x 10"7  cm/sec  or  less.  Double  composite  liners  are  prescribed  for  the 
land  disposal  of  hazardous  waste,  which  is  not  required  for  the  proposed  Class  III  landfill. 
Please  see  Response  0026-33. 

A detailed  description  of  the  proposed  liner  is  provided  in  Response  0002-4. 

86.  See  Response  0026-29. 

87.  See  Response  0026-29. 

88.  See  Response  0001-18,  28,  and  29.  Contrary  to  this  comment,  fractures  in  the  bedrock 
will  facilitate  the  groundwater  monitoring  because  the  detection  wells  will  be  placed  in 
fracture  zones  which  are  most  likely  to  be  impacted  by  a release  from  the  waste 
management  unit 

89.  A Class  HI  nonhazardous  municipal  solid  waste  landfill  is  proposed  at  Eagle  Mountain. 
As  stated  on  page  48  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  state  laws  and  regulations  define  nonhazardous 
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solid  waste  as  garbage,  trash,  refuse,  paper,  rubbish,  industrial  waste,  ashes,  appliances, 
food  waste,  and  other  materials  provided  that  such  wastes  do  not  contain  wastes  which 
must  be  managed  as  hazardous  waste  or  wastes  with  soluble  pollutants  in  concentrations 
that  exceed  water  quality  objectives.  In  the  event  that  radioactive  materials  are  detected, 
such  materials  would  be  removed  in  accordance  with  procedures  specified  in  the  project’s 
solid  waste  facilities  permit. 

90.  Response  0009- 1 addresses  air  quality  impact  to  both  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  and  the 
Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  caused  by  transportation  of  solid  waste  materials  to  the  Eagle 
Mountain  landfill.  The  unit  trains  serving  the  landfill  would  consist  of  one  or  more 
locomotives  carrying  up  to  14  railcars,  not  100  cars  as  this  comment  suggests.  Each  train 
would  be  less  than  4,000  feet  long  and  carry  approximately  3,500  tons  of  refuse.  This 
length  is  somewhat  shorter  than  most  main  line  trains  and  approximately  the  same  length 
as  the  trains  previously  used  by  Kaiser.  The  trainloads  of  solid  waste  material  would  be 
considerably  lighter  than  those  which  transported  iron  ore  during  the  former  mining 
operations. 

91.  At  the  present  time,  Caltrans  has  no  plans  to  widen  Interstate  10  from  Indio  to  Desert 
Center. 

92.  Please  refer  to  Response  0027-8 1 . 

93.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0028  Letter  from  California  Public  Utilities  Commission,  August  19, 

1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0029  Letter  from  California  Department  of  Conservation,  August  13, 

1991 

1.  The  1978  reclamation  plan  (Number  107)  was  approved  for  the  closure  of  the  Kaiser 
Eagle  Mountain  iron  ore  mine.  It  was  amended  in  late  1990  to  reflect  the  use  of  the 
property  as  a landfill.  The  amended  reclamation  plan  must  be  approved  by  the  Riverside 
County  Planning  Commission  prior  to  implementation  of  the  project.  The  draft  EIS/EIR 
for  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  project  covers  this  discretionary  action  (page  5). 
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DOCUMENT  0030  Letter  from  California  Department  of  Transportation,  August 

21, 1991 

1 . Scheduling  of  refuse  unit  trains  will  be  coordinated  with  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  to 
prevent  any  conflict  between  ongoing  or  future  rail  operations  and  trains  being  utilized 
for  the  landfill  project  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  357). 

2.  See  Response  0015-2. 

3.  The  refuse  transported  by  rail  or  truck  would  be  contained  in  closed  intermodal  contain- 
ers, 40  x 8 x 8 feet  in  size.  Standard  intermodal  containers  are  not  sealed  in  the  sense 
that  they  are  watertight.  Dripping  wet  refuse  will  not  be  placed  in  containers.  The  rear 
closure  is  a tightly  fitting  latched  door  that  will  prevent  the  escape  of  refuse.  The  closing 
mechanism  on  each  container  will  be  sealed  to  prevent  unauthorized  opening  and  to 
ensure  that  the  latching  mechanism  is  firmly  engaged. 

DOCUMENT  0031  Letter  from  Clarence  Suchil,  August  29, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0032  Letter  from  Citizens  for  Chuckwalla  Valley,  no  date 

1 . This  announcement  from  the  Citizens  for  the  Chuckwalla  Valley  expressed  their  concern 

regarding  the  proposed  landfill  and  noticed  the  two  public  hearings.  It  does  not  question 
the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0033  Letter  from  City  of  Palm  Desert,  August  27, 1991 

1.  All  of  the  solid  waste  will  be  processed  through  an  MRF  prior  to  being  hauled  to  Eagle 
Mountain,  with  the  exception  of  refuse  coming  from  the  local  area  including  Desert 
Center,  Lake  Tamarisk,  and  Eagle  Mountain.  In  this  case,  the  waste  would  be  sorted  and 
separated  at  the  waste  screening  station/inspection  facility  located  in  the  Phase  II 
container  handling  area.  See  pages  39-40  for  details  on  this  program. 

2.  See  Response  0015-2. 

3.  A discussion  of  waste  diversion  programs,  including  green  waste  and  composting,  to 
reduce  the  waste  entering  landfills  is  discussed  on  pages  105-109  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
In  compliance  with  AB  939,  green  waste  will  likely  be  removed  from  the  waste  stream 
for  composting  at  the  transfer  stations  and  MRFs.  These  programs,  however,  would  not 
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eliminate  the  need  for  new  or  expanded  landfills  in  southern  California;  therefore,  waste 
diversion  programs  were  considered  but  eliminated  from  detailed  analysis. 

4.  The  proposed  project  includes  accepting  truck-transported  waste  from  local  areas  in 
Riverside  and  San  Bernardino  counties,  especially  during  Phase  I of  the  project.  The 
Reduced  Landfill  Operations  alternative  halves  the  truck  transported  waste,  retaining 
minimal  truck  transport  to  serve  potential  future  demand  in  Riverside  County  which 
cannot  be  served  economically  by  rail  transportation. 

5.  The  mitigation  measures  cited  on  pages  382-386  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  would  serve  to 
minimize  the  PM  10  impact  during  construction  and  operation  of  the  landfill.  For  an 
analysis  of  weather  conditions  at  the  landfill  site  which  may  affect  the  Coachella  Valley, 
see  Response  0021-1. 

6.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

7.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

8.  The  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  project  will  comply  with  all  mitigation  measures  set  forth 
by  the  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District.  However,  electrification  of  the 
railway  is  not  considered  feasible  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  at  this  time  because  of 
the  steep  grades  and  several  major  turns  in  the  rail  line  (page  386  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 
Also,  the  costs  and  physical  disturbance  necessary  for  the  installation  of  the  third  rail  or 
catenary  cable  power  system  reduce  the  feasibility  of  this  measure.  The  continued  review 
of  the  feasibility  of  electrification  of  the  railway  is  part  of  the  project’s  mitigation 
measures.  The  electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  will  be  evaluated  when 
sufficient  landfill  gas  is  generated  to  provide  the  required  electrical  energy. 

9.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0034  Letter  from  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  August  26, 
1991 

1 . The  Habitat  Management  Areas  referenced  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  were  not  included  for 
the  purpose  of  comparison  with  the  proposed  landfill  project,  but  to  give  a regional 
overview  of  resource  agency  planning  and  administration  near  the  project.  If  a habitat 
management  plan  for  the  Eagle  Mountains  becomes  available  before  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
becomes  finalized,  then  it  will  be  incorporated  into  the  document. 
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2.  Although  the  time  of  year  of  the  botanical  survey  precluded  finding  certain  annual  plant 
species,  all  sensitive  species  known  or  with  potential  to  occur  on  the  property  are 
perennials  and  were  observable  during  the  survey  period.  Directed  searches  were  made 
for  these  sensitive  species.  While  additional  botanical  survey  would  lengthen  the  plant 
species  list,  it  would  not  significantly  alter  the  project  impact  analysis  (see  Appendix  F, 
p.  7,  par.  2;  p.  9,  par.  4). 

3.  As  with  the  botanical  survey,  the  faunal  survey  did  not  assess  the  landfill  site  during  all 
seasons.  This  resulted  in  some  species,  either  certain  migrants  or  those  that  are  only 
active  during  certain  seasons,  going  unobserved  during  the  survey.  While  a number  of 
species  may  not  be  readily  observable,  signs  of  their  activity  can  be  found  and  mapped. 
An  emphasis  was  also  placed  on  delineating  any  sensitive  habitats  that  might  be  present. 
For  certain  species — bats,  for  instance — seasonal  surveys  were  performed.  Thus,  the 
surveys  for  wildlife  species  were  adequate  and  that  the  lengthening  of  the  species  list 
would  not  significantly  change  the  impact  analysis  for  the  project. 

4.  The  proposed  mitigation  for  losses  of  A1  verson’ s foxtail  cactus  includes  establishing 
transplant  trials  for  10-15  percent  of  the  population  prior  to  undertaking  transplantation 
of  the  entire  impacted  population.  The  test  site  will  be  carefully  monitored.  Only  after 
the  test  has  been  successful  for  a minimum  of  two  years  will  the  remaining  cactus  be 
transplanted.  Also,  the  final  mitigation  areas  will  be  monitored  to  measure  survivorship 
of  the  cacti  and  determine  the  degree  of  success  of  the  transplant  program.  The  test 
transplant  sites  are  located  within  the  open  space  subarea  of  the  Specific  Plan  (Subarea 
6)  as  illustrated  on  Figure  20  of  the  Biological  Assessment  (Appendix  N of  the  final 
EIS/EIR).  Although  the  transplant  program  is  not  without  some  risk,  it  is  considered 
adequate  by  BLM  since  a large  percentage  of  the  existing  locations  of  Alverson’s  foxtail 
cactus  occur  on  lands  already  protected.  A final  report  will  summarize  the  results  of  the 
transplant  program  and  be  submitted  to  BLM,  CDFG,  and  USFWS.  This  mitigation 
program  is  proposed  by  BLM,  the  lead  agency  for  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

5.  The  California  barrel  cactus  was  recently  down-listed  to  a federal  Category  C3c  plant. 
This  means  that  distributional  information  on  the  species  has  become  available  and  it 
was  determined  that  the  species  is  too  widespread  and  is  not  threatened  at  this  time. 
Therefore,  impacts  to  this  species  are  not  considered  significant.  Although  some  loss  of 
individuals  of  this  species  will  occur  under  the  proposed  project,  large  portions  of  the 
California  barrel  cactus  population  at  the  landfill  site  will  be  included  in  the  natural  open 
space  areas.  Discussion  of  this  species  is  contained  within  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (see  pp.  239 
and  464;  Appendix  F,  pp.  36  and  66). 

6.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  concludes  that  impacts  will  occur  to  only  a very  few  plants  of  Orocopia 
sage  within  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  right-of-way.  Avoidance  of  all  impacts  will  be 
attempted  by  clearly  marking,  in  the  field,  the  areas  supporting  Orocopia  sage  and  by 
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diverting  maintenance  activities  around  these  marked  areas.  Any  impacts  that  absolutely 
could  not  be  avoided  would  be  minimal  and  are  not  considered  significant.  This  species 
is  a candidate  for  listing,  but  is  not  listed.  A “no  net  loss”  policy,  regulation,  or  law  does 
not  exist  for  Orocopia  sage. 

7.  This  response  reflects  the  updated  information  regarding  the  population  of  bighorn  sheep 
occurring  in  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  to  an  estimated  150  (instead  of  100  as 
stated  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  Appendix  F,  page  51). 

8.  A 1990  aerial  survey  of  the  Eagle  Mountains  was  conducted  and  estimated  50  animals, 
of  which  19  were  counted  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  Mine  (see 
Appendix  F,  p.  54,  par.  1).  Revised  population  estimates  for  bighorn  sheep  in  the  various 
mountain  ranges  surrounding  the  Eagle  Mountains  are  as  follows:  Eagle  Mountains  (50), 
Orocopia  Mountains  (80),  Chuckwalla  Mountains  (25),  and  Chocolate  Mountains  (160) 
(Weaver  1989). 

9.  As  this  comment  points  out,  supporting  documentation  should  be  provided  for  the  bighorn 
sheep  intermountain  movement.  This  response  reflects  that  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  236) 
and  Appendix  F,  p.  52,  par.  3 should  read  “.  . . corridors  have  been  documented  for 
sheep  in  the  California  desert  area  by  the  BLM  and  the  CDFG  (Bleich  et  al.  1 990).”  Also, 
the  following  citation  was  omitted  from  the  draft  EIS/EIR:  “Bleich,  V.  C.,  J.  D.  Wehausen, 
and  S.  A.  Holl.  1990.  Desert-Dwelling  Mountain  Sheep:  Conservation  Implications  of 
a Naturally  Fragmented  Distribution.  Conservation  Biology  4(4):383-390.” 

10.  As  recommended  in  this  comment,  this  response  reflects  the  deletion  of  the  statement  that 
bighorn  sheep  bedding  areas  may  be  a limiting  factor  for  sheep  populations. 

11.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  bighorn  sheep  biologists  at  the  BLM  that  there  is  more  potential 
bighorn  sheep  habitat  in  the  Eagle  Mountains  than  is  currently  utilized.  This  is  because 
at  Eagle  Mountain,  permanent  water  is  the  limiting  factor  in  bighorn  distribution,  not 
vegetation.  The  894  acres  of  bighorn  habitat  that  would  be  lost  to  the  proposed  landfill 
represents  habitat  that  is  closest  to  the  currently  heavily  disturbed  Eagle  Mountain  Mine. 
This  habitat  is  occupied  primarily  because  it  is  closest  to  water  sources  on  the  disturbed 
mine  site.  Whether  this  habitat,  given  its  proximity  to  past  and  present  human  distur- 
bance, should  be  considered  “prime  habitat”  is  debatable.  The  proposed  mitigation  plan 
would  redistribute  bighorn  activity  away  from  the  mine  site  into  unoccupied  habitat 
where  impacts  from  human  disturbance  would  be  lessened.  This  would  be  accomplished 
through  the  establishment  of  new  water  sources.  Given  the  amount  of  unoccupied 
bighorn  habitat  in  the  Eagle  Mountains,  the  loss  of  894  acres  adjacent  to  the  mine  site 
would  not  be  significant  when  combined  with  mitigation  plan  implementation. 
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12.  As  requested  in  this  comment,  the  discussion  on  the  effects  of  stress  to  bighorn  sheep 
(Appendix  F,  page  71  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR)  has  been  expanded  to  read  as  follows: 

Indirect  impacts  to  bighorn  sheep  may  occur  if  the  landfill  operation  causes  sheep 
to  alter  their  use  patterns  in  the  habitat  surrounding  the  landfill.  Bighorn  sheep  are 
known  to  respond  to  the  presence  of  humans  and  vehicles  with  an  increased  heart 
rate  due  to  stress.  However,  unless  there  is  a direct  threat  to  the  sheep,  heart  rate 
usually  quickly  returns  to  normal,  indicating  habituation  (Mac Arthur  et  al.  1979). 
Sheep  accustomed  to  the  presence  of  humans  have  allowed  humans  to  approach  to 
within  50  meters  before  an  increase  in  heart  rate  occurs  (Mac Arthur  et  al.  1979). 
How  much  habituation  occurs  is  not  known.  Whether  prolonged  sheep-human 
interaction  significantly  increases  the  stress  levels  in  bighorn  to  the  point  where  there 
is  a decline  in  reproductive  success  or  an  increase  in  susceptibility  to  disease  is  not 
known.  There  are  examples  in  Nevada  of  bighorn  sheep  populations  that  have 
remained  fairly  constant  for  the  past  50  years  despite  a significant  increase  in 
adjacent  human  recreational  activity  (McQuivey  1978).  The  most  serious  human 
impacts  are  those  that  remove  habitat  or  block  sheep  access  to  needed  resources, 
such  as  water  holes.  The  bighorn  sheep  population  in  the  Eagle  Mountains  appeared 
to  habituate  to  past  mining  activities,  as  they  were  regularly  observed  near  the  mine 
and  adjacent  haul  roads  while  the  mine  was  active  (Anderson,  pers.  comm.,  1989). 
It  is  likely  that  they  will  also  habituate  to  landfill  operations. 

13.  The  project  proponent  (MRC)  would  prefer  to  contract  with  the  CDFG  to  carry  out  the 
entire  bighorn  sheep  telemetry/monitoring  study,  with  input  to  program  design  from 
BLM,  RECON,  and  the  U.S.  Park  Service.  MRC  proposes  to  pay  for  the  study  and  the 
installation  and  maintenance  of  the  new  water  sources.  The  location  and  design  of  the 
new  water  sources  will  be  decided  upon  by  the  CDFG  and  BLM,  with  input  from  MRC 
and  RECON.  The  mitigation  for  the  loss  of  one  temporary  water  and  three  permanent 
sources  is  the  creation  of  three  new  permanent  water  sources  and  the  rehabilitation,  for 
bighorn  use,  of  Buzzard  Springs.  Any  costs  necessary  to  translocate  sheep  will  be  borne 
by  MRC. 

14.  The  new  bighorn  sheep  water  sources  will  be  maintained  throughout  the  1 15-year  life  of 
the  landfill  project  and,  replaced  by  MRC,  if  necessary.  The  new  water  sources  will  be 
monitored  to  insure  that  they  are  functional  year-round.  If  proper  function  entails 
transporting  water  to  the  site,  MRC  will  do  so. 

15.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  states  that  domestic  sheep  should  not  be  allowed  on  the  proposed  Eagle 
Mountain  landfill  site  (p.  456,  par.  1).  A separate  environmental  document  will  be 
required  for  impact  assessment  on  the  Eagle  Mountain  townsite.  This  will  address  and 
develop  any  necessary  restrictions  (e.g.,  no  domestic  sheep)  on  the  landfill  employees 
who  will  reside  in  the  town. 
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16.  As  discussed  on  page  454  (second  paragraph)  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  no  significant  impacts 
to  bighorn  sheep  are  anticipated  from  reintroduction  of  rail  service  along  the  Eagle 
Mountain  rail  line.  No  documented  bighorn  sheep  dispersal  route  crosses  the  rail  line. 
At  only  one  location  were  tracks  found  along  the  rail  line  during  the  biological  survey, 
and  it  was  the  opinion  of  the  local  BLM  biologist  that  these  were  most  likely  mule  deer, 
not  bighorn,  tracks.  Bighorn  are  tolerant  of  some  human  disturbance,  as  evidenced  by 
their  continued  use  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  Mine  while  it  was  still  active.  No  evidence 
exists  that  the  previous  train  traffic  along  the  rail  line  inhibited  sheep  movements.  No 
sheep  were  reported  struck  by  train  traffic.  Thus,  it  is  believed  that  an  active  rail  line 
would  not  be  a significant  barrier  to  sheep  movements,  and  no  further  revisions  to  either 
the  draft  EIS/EIR  or  to  Appendix  F are  necessary. 

17.  This  response  reflects  that  Table  5 of  Appendix  F in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  has  been  modified 
to  change  the  current  habitat  designation  for  the  desert  pupfish  from  “ponds”  to  “back- 
waters along  streams  and  pools.” 

18.  This  comment  refers  to  a map  in  the  Biological  Assessment  for  the  Section  7 consultation 
required  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and  not  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Figure  10  of 
Appendix  F of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  correct.  For  the  Biological  Assessment  (Appendix 
N of  the  final  EIS/EIR),  correct  distribution  maps  for  desert  pupfish  found  in  California 
were  obtained  from  Ms.  Kim  Nicol  (CDFG).  Figures  10a  and  10b  of  the  Biological 
Assessment  reflect  this  correct  information. 

19.  As  suggested  in  this  comment,  this  response  acknowledges  that  although  a flash  flood  in 
June  1990  reduced  the  pupfish  population  to  two  fish  in  a portion  of  the  Salt  Creek, 
additional  surveys  showed  that  this  pupfish  population  had  returned  to  pre-flood  condi- 
tions by  March  1991. 

20.  As  suggested  in  this  comment,  the  sentence  has  been  reworded  to  eliminate  any  implica- 
tion that  the  CDFG  monitoring  program  represents  mitigation.  However,  the  results  of 
the  CDFG  surveys  will  be  used  to  assess  the  need  for  mitigation  measures  for  routine  rail 
operation.  No  significant  impacts  from  routine  operation  are  expected,  but  the  potential 
exists  for  impacts.  If  necessary,  MRC  will  do  any  additional  monitoring  activity  deemed 
necessary  by  the  BLM,  USFWS,  or  CDFG. 

21.  Specific  response  procedures  have  been  developed  in  conjunction  with  the  Biological 
Assessment  (Appendix  N of  the  final  EIS/EIR)  required  by  the  Section  7 consultation. 
The  draft  EIS/EIR  states  in  Appendix  F,  p.  87,  par.  3,  that  the  USFWS  and  CDFG  will 
be  consulted  if  mitigation  procedures  are  required  after  any  rail  accident  that  could  affect 
desert  pupfish  populations.  The  USFWS,  BLM,  and  CDFG  will  be  notified  immediately 
of  any  accidents  occurring  in  the  vicinity  of  desert  pupfish  habitat. 
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22.  As  originally  envisioned,  the  BLM  would  receive  the  results  of  the  raven  monitoring 
program  and  then  consult  with  other  agencies  as  necessary.  A Raven  Monitoring 
Working  Group  consisting  of  representatives  of  the  BLM,  USFWS,  CDFG,  U.S.  Park 
Service,  MRC,  and  any  other  agency  representative  or  individuals  is  recommended  in 
the  Biological  Assessment  (Appendix  N of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 

23.  There  is  some  anecdotal  evidence  that  tortoises  will  use  culverts,  although  a long-term 
study  of  their  effectiveness  is  lacking.  Recommended  mitigation  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is 
for  the  use  of  culverts  in  association  with  barriers  (Appendix  F,  p.  86,  par.  5).  The 
suggestion  of  relocating  tortoises  was  made  in  case  monitoring  of  tortoises  indicates  that 
they  are  not  utilizing  the  culvert  system. 

24.  As  suggested  in  this  comment,  an  18-inch  vertical  tortoise-proof  barrier  will  be  installed 
on  both  sides  of  Eagle  Mountain  Road.  MRC  will  regularly  monitor  the  barrier/culvert 
system  to  check  for  sand  buildup  and  provide  subsequent  sand  removal;  in  addition,  the 
system  will  be  repaired  and  maintained  throughout  the  life  of  the  project 

25.  Pages  467-468  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  concur  with  this  comment 

26.  The  procedures  mentioned  in  this  comment  have  been  initiated. 

27.  All  requirements  of  the  California  Fish  and  Game  Code  will  be  met 

28.  The  development  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  project  has  been 
ongoing  for  more  than  two  years,  to  date.  During  that  time  federal,  state,  and  local 
agencies  have  been  extensively  consulted  and  their  input  into  the  document  has  been 
extensive.  Not  only  has  much  of  the  baseline  biological  data  come  from  these  sources, 
but  mitigation  strategies  have  also  been  extensively  discussed.  Because  of  this,  it  is  felt 
that  the  review  period  for  both  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  draft  Biological  Assessment  is 
adequate. 

Baseline  monitoring  studies  for  various  species  requiring  mitigation  for  impacts  will  be 
concluded  before  any  start-up  of  operations  that  would  cause  the  impacts.  The  results 
of  these  studies  may  be  used  to  modify  mitigation  plans  if  necessary.  However,  given 
existing  studies,  it  is  not  believed  necessary  to  complete  these  studies  before  the  final 
EIS/EIR  is  certified. 

DOCUMENT  0035  Letter  from  CSA  51  Advisory  Board,  September  3, 1991 

1 . This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 

no  response  is  necessary. 
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DOCUMENT  0036  Letter  from  Walt  V.  Hopkins,  September  2, 1991 

1 . This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 
no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0037  Letter  from  Mickey  and  Will  Truitt,  September  1, 1991 

1 . This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 

no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0038  Letter  from  Riverside  County  Fire  Department,  August  29, 1991 

1.  The  intermodal  shipping  containers  are  40  x 8 x 8 feet  in  size  with  a storage  capacity  of 
about  284  cubic  yards  of  material  or  25  tons  of  compacted  trash  (page  48  of  draft 
EIS/EIR).  The  containers  are  not  sealed  in  the  sense  that  they  are  watertight.  The  rear 
closure  is  a tightly  fitting  latched  door  that  will  prevent  the  escape  of  refuse.  The  closing 
mechanism  on  each  container  will  be  sealed  to  prevent  unauthorized  opening  and  to 
ensure  that  the  latching  mechanism  is  firmly  engaged.  Additionally,  dripping  wet  refuse 
will  not  be  placed  in  the  containers.  For  these  reasons,  the  shipping  containers  are  not 
expected  to  leak. 

2.  Liquid  carbon  dioxide  has  been  used  to  control  and  extinguish  deep  landfill  fires  in  a few 
instances,  including  one  in  Long  Beach,  California.  The  method  is  very  speculative  and 
likely  would  not  work  for  large  or  long-lasting  fires.  The  liquid  CO2  would  not  be  stored 
on-site. 

DOCUMENT  0039  Letter  from  Walter  L.  Rector,  August  29, 1991 

1 . This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 

no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0040  Letter  from  C.G.  Boyd  & Associates,  Inc.,  August  28, 1991 

1.  A discussion  of  alternative  landfill  sites  and  alternative  waste  diverting  techniques  is 
presented  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  See  Responses  0020-5  and  0026-38. 
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DOCUMENT  0041  Letter  from  Riverside  County  Flood  Control  and  Water 

Conservation  District,  August  9, 1991 

1 . A drainage  report  which  contains  a detailed  description  of  the  drainage  system  is  included 
in  Appendix  L of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  The  Specific  Plan  drainage  discussion,  including 
figures,  has  been  updated.  Also,  see  Responses  0001-11 1 to  116. 

2.  This  comment  is  correct.  Several  inconsistencies  occur  in  the  drainage  discussions  in  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Specific  Plan.  These  inconsistencies  have  been  corrected  in  the 
drainage  report  discussed  above.  See  Response  0041-1.  Drainage  channels  throughout 
the  project  site  will  be  designed  in  accordance  with  accepted  practices  and  standards. 
Channels  and  other  structures  will  be  designed  and  sized  to  minimize  velocities.  Where 
velocities  indicate  possible  erosion,  the  channels  will  be  lined.  Lining  materials  will 
consist  of  concrete  or  riprap  as  conditions  dictate.  Detention/settling  basins  and  cut-off 
walls  will  also  be  used  to  mitigate  drainage  volumes  and  velocities.  Drainage  design  will 
include  free  board  allowances  and  use  of  dikes,  where  possible,  to  protect  adjacent 
facilities  and  structures. 

3.  Maximum  drainage  impacts  in  this  region  are  believed  to  occur  during  short-term, 
high-intensity  summer  storms.  A 100-year  3-hour  storm  is  the  probable  optimum  storm 
event.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  relevant  regulatory  stipulations  to  be  complied  with  by 
the  proposed  landfill  include  the  state  (Title  14  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations 
and  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board)  and  federal  (RCRA  Subtitle  D, 
the  “open  dump”  criteria)  regulations  requiring  that  the  landfill  be  protected  from 
flooding  or  washout  from  a 100-year  24-hour  storm  (page  443  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  The 
drainage  system  has  been  designed  to  handle  100-year  storm  flows  for  the  most  critical 
events  ranging  from  1-,  3-,  6-,  and  24-hour  duration  storms.  In  addition,  a 500-year 
frequency  standard  will  be  adopted  for  conservative  review  of  channel  freeboard  design. 

4.  See  Response  0001-115.  Consideration  will  be  given  to  evaluation  of  the  pre-mined, 
post-mined,  interim,  and  ultimate  stages  of  hydrological  conditions  associated  with  the 
project.  Impacts  on  downstream  properties  will  be  reduced  by  a combination  of  on-site 
detention  basins,  flow-spreading  structures,  and  energy  dissipaters.  Attention  will  be 
given  to  the  potential  downstream  effects  of  project  discharge  relative  to  historic  runoff. 

5.  Maintenance  of  all  drainage  facilities  and  structures  will  be  borne  by  the  operator  of  the 
landfill  project.  It  is  anticipated  that  some  facilities  may  require  specific  operation  and/or 
maintenance  procedures.  These  facilities  will  be  operated  by  trained  personnel,  retained 
by  the  project  operator. 
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DOCUMENT  0042  Letter  from  Juana  and  Louis  Gutierrez,  July  25,  1991 

1 . This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 

no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0043  Letter  from  San  Bernardino  County  Museum,  July  24, 1991 

1 . A paleontologic  resource  impact  mitigation  program  may  be  found  on  pages  568-569  of 

the  draft  EIS/EIR.  This  same  program  should  be  part  of  the  Specific  Plan  #252. 

DOCUMENT  0044  Letter  from  Dorothy  Harte,  July  12, 1991 

1 . This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 

no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0045  Letter  from  J.H.  Reclamation,  Inc.,  January  4, 1991 

1 . This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 

no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0046A  Letter  from  Eugene  R.  Boess,  August  28, 1991 

1 . This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 

no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0046B  Letter  from  Eugene  R.  Boess,  September  20, 1991 

1.  The  issues  in  this  letter  do  not  question  the  adequacy  and  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR, 
and  therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0047  Letter  from  Lorraine  and  Gilbert  Sherman,  September  2, 1991 

1 . This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 

no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0048  Letter  from  Gilbert  D.  Sellan,  August  30, 1991 

1 . This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 

no  response  is  necessary. 
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DOCUMENT  0049  Letter  from  City  of  Palm  Springs,  August  29, 1991 

1.  There  have  been  seven  Planning  Commission  hearings  held  to  date  on  the  proposed 
project.  The  Planning  Commission  will  be  making  a recommendation  to  approve  or  not 
approve  the  project  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  CEQA  does  not  require  review  of  the 
document  prior  to  a Board  of  Supervisors  decision.  However,  NEPA  allows  for  a 30-day 
review  period  prior  to  final  approval  by  the  BLM,  and  the  Notice  of  Availability  will  be 
announced  in  the  Federal  Register. 

2.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  provides  a detailed  analysis  of  the  relative  impacts  of  the  proposed 
project  and  all  the  alternatives,  including  the  Reduced  Operations  alternative.  The 
potential  increase  in  emissions  resulting  from  the  operation  of  the  proposed  project, 
compared  to  the  “No  Project”  alternative  is  discuss  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  as  well  (see 
Appendix  E,  pp.  198-210).  The  mitigation  measures  proposed  in  the  Air  Quality  section 
of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pp.  379-385)  call  for  all  trucks,  trains,  and  on-site  equipment  to  use 
fuels  which  comply  with  all  applicable  California  Air  Resources  Board  regulations. 
Also,  see  Response  0007-5.  Since  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  project  has 
been  scaled  down  by  reducing  truck  trips  from  200  to  100  trips  per  day.  This  project 
modification  is  discussed  in  Section  n.B.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

3.  The  emissions  calculations  presented  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  include  emissions  from 
activities  in  the  Coachella  Valley.  The  project  activities  which  will  generate  emissions 
in  the  Coachella  Valley  are  train  and  truck  travel  for  the  hauling  of  containerized  waste 
to  the  landfill  site.  See  Response  0026-8. 

Of  the  total  269-mile  train  route  assumed  in  the  draft  EIR  analysis,  78  miles  are  located 
within  the  Coachella  Valley.  The  emissions  associated  with  this  rail  travel  are  (a)  NOx, 
582  tons/year;  (b)  CO,  236  tons/year;  (c)  PM  10,  14  tons/year;  (d)  ROG,  40  tons/year; 
and  (e)  SO2,  74  tons/year. 

Emissions  from  truck  hauling  within  the  Coachella  Valley  cannot  be  quantified  at  the 
present  time  due  to  a lack  of  specific  information  regarding  the  locations  of  the  MRFs, 
which  would  be  the  points  of  origin  of  the  truck-hauled  waste.  As  a worst  case,  one  could 
assume  that  all  of  the  truck-hauled  waste  originates  within  the  Coachella  Valley.  Based 
on  this  worst-case  assumption,  the  truck  emissions  associated  with  the  project  in  the 
Coachella  Valley  would  be  (a)  NOx,  157  tons/year;  (b)  CO,  74  tons/year;  (c)  PM  10,  23 
tons/year;  (d)  ROG,  25  tons/year;  and  (e)  SO2,  32  tons/year.  Figure  FEIR-AQ-2 
(Attachment  2,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR)  compares  the  estimated  project 
emissions  from  rail  and  truck  travel  in  the  Coachella  Valley  with  estimates  of  emissions 
from  all  rail  and  truck  travel  in  the  Coachella  Valley  and  with  estimates  of  emissions 
from  all  sources  in  the  Coachella  Valley.  In  addition,  Figure  FEIR-AQ-3  (Attachment 
2,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR)  shows  relative  impacts  for  the  proposed  project  with 
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mitigation  and  the  “No  Project”  alternative  for  the  Coachella  Valley  and  the  Eagle 

Mountain  area. 

4.  It  is  unclear  which  mitigation  measures  the  commenter  is  referring  to.  The  mitigation 
measures  contained  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pp.  379-383)  clearly  define  the  commitment 
by  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation.  Compliance  with  the  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitor- 
ing Program  (Section  II.C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR)  is  required  by  the  CEQA  and  NEPA 
process. 

The  use  of  alternative  fuels  (such  as  methanol,  natural  gas,  or  liquefied  petroleum  gas) 
for  locomotives  and  landfill  equipment  is  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (see  Appendix 
E,  pp.  115-117  and  120-121).  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  has  been  revised  in  the  final 
EIS/EIR  to  include  a feasibility  study  to  evaluate  the  potential  for  use  of  diesel  engines 
with  selective  catalytic  reduction  (SCR)  or  natural  gas  fuels  to  reduce  emissions  from 
Eagle  Mountain  railway  locomotives.  The  revised  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  includes  a 
specific  timetable  for  conducting  the  feasibility  study.  A comparison  of  the  emissions 
from  the  uncontrolled  diesel-fired,  mitigated  diesel-fired,  and  natural  gas-fired  Eagle 
Mountain  railway  locomotives  is  shown  on  Table  FEIR-AQ-15  of  the  final  EIS/EIR 
(Attachment  2 of  Appendix  M).  It  is  not  possible  to  commit  to  a specific  timetable  for 
implementing  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  in  landfill  equipment  at  the  present  time, 
because  no  alternative-fueled  engines  are  available  for  the  types  of  equipment  expected 
to  be  used  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  project. 

5.  The  proposed  project  includes  accepting  truck  transported  waste  from  local  areas  in 
Riverside  and  San  Bernardino  County  up  to  4,000  tons  per  day  at  full  operation  of  the 
landfill.  The  Reduced  Landfill  Operations  alternative  would  allow  for  2,000  tons  per 
day,  retaining  minimal  truck  transport  to  serve  potential  future  demand  in  Riverside 
County  which  cannot  be  served  economically  by  rail  transportation.  The  Riverside 
County  Solid  Waste  Management  Plan  estimates  that  the  Coachella  Valley  will  generate 
1 ,330  tons  per  day  of  solid  waste  in  the  year  2005.  Thus,  the  project  has  more  than  enough 
capacity  to  meet  the  future  needs  of  Riverside  County  and,  more  specifically,  the 
Coachella  Valley.  Riverside  County  will  have  the  right  to  deposit  up  to  2,000  tons  per 
day  at  the  site  without  charge.  Any  additional  tonnage  shipped  to  Eagle  Mountain  would 
be  charged  as  determined  by  the  applicant  at  current  market  rates.  It  should  be  noted  that 
since  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  number  of  trucks  has  been  reduced  by  half 
from  200  to  100  trucks  per  day,  which  in  turn  reduces  the  amount  of  refuse  transported 
daily  by  truck  from  4,000  tpd  to  2,000  tpd.  A full  description  of  this  scenario  is  contained 
in  Section  II.B.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  This  minor  modification  will  not  affect  the 
project’s  ability  to  meet  the  future  capacity  needs  of  Riverside  County. 

6.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (Section  IV.H.2)  concludes  that  there  will  be  a substantial  beneficial 
impact  to  the  public  fiscal  status  of  the  local  area  (County  Service  Area  51).  Impacts  to 
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public  facilities  near  the  out-of-county  transfer  stations  or  transportation  ways  were  not 
analyzed  in  detail  because  the  size,  location,  and  operation  of  any  processing  and  transfer 
station  would  have  to  be  determined  by  the  community  in  which  it  is  located.  Because 
no  significant  fiscal  impact  was  identified,  NEPA/CEQA  do  not  require  “full  fiscal 
impact  analysis”  as  suggested  by  this  comment. 

DOCUMENT  0050  Letter  from  Allen  T.  Brown,  August  30, 1991 

1 . This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 

no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0051  Letter  from  Johnson  & Johnson  Development  Corporation, 

August  30, 1991 

1.  As  documented  in  the  traffic  analysis  of  Appendix  D (page  1 of  Appendix  A),  35  trains 
pass  the  at-grade  crossings  of  North  Sunset  Avenue  and  22nd  Street.  The  average  daily 
traffic  on  22nd  Street  is  5,669  and  530  on  North  Sunset.  These  two  crossings  have 
automatic  gate  protection.  Trains  are  traveling  approximately  40  MPH  at  these  two 
crossings.  At  full  capacity  of  20,000  tpd,  an  average  of  9.4  trains  per  day  (both  directions) 
will  pass  these  intersections.  Each  train  will  be  approximately  3,500  to  4,000  feet  long. 
This  calculates  to  approximately  one  minute  average  delay  per  passing  at  each  of  the  two 
crossings.  This  is  not  considered  a significant  impact.  See  page  359  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
for  an  explanation  of  the  assumptions  made  for  assessing  the  significance  of  vehicle  delay 
times  from  potential  rail  haul  waste  disposal  projects. 

2.  See  Responses  0023-2  and  0005-1. 

3.  An  average  of  4.7  round-trip  shipments  per  day  (or  9.4  one-way  trains)  will  utilize  the 
primary  rail  segment  when  the  project  is  operating  at  full  capacity.  The  project  is  capable 
of  receiving  a maximum  of  six  round-trip  train  trips  per  day  (or  12  one-way  trips)  serving 
the  container  handling  yard.  The  average  delay  created  by  increased  rail  traffic  will  be 
about  10  seconds  per  vehicle  stopped  at  the  Sunset  Avenue  and  22nd  Street  at-grade 
crossing.  This  should  not  serve  to  “cut  off’  the  northern  portion  of  the  city  of  Banning 
from  the  southern  portion. 

4.  See  Responses  0023-2  and  0005-1. 

DOCUMENT  0052  Letter  from  Riverside  County  Fire  Department,  August  21, 1991 

1.  Recycling,  train  repair,  dust  control,  road  building,  and  other  industrial/service  land  uses 
will  be  integral  to  the  project  and  not  occur  outside  its  boundaries.  There  are  not  likely 
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to  be  additional  service  demands  other  than  enumerated  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  which  will 
concern  the  fire  department. 

2.  The  design  of  the  intermodal  shipping  containers  would  prevent  their  opening  and 
leakage.  For  a description  of  the  containers,  please  refer  to  Response  0030-3. 

This  comment  is  correct.  Riverside  County  Department  of  Health,  as  the  Local  Enforce- 
ment Agency,  will  have  inspection  rights  for  all  solid  waste  coming  to  the  project  site. 
Compliance  with  the  standards  of  hazardous  waste  removal  will  be  enforced  by  on-site 
inspectors  directed  by  and  with  authority  of  the  Local  Enforcement  Agency.  See  pages 
332  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

3.  See  Response  0038-2. 

4.  This  comment  raises  a legitimate  concern  about  the  availability  of  emergency  medical 
services  at  the  town  of  Eagle  Mountain.  The  potential  would  exist  at  the  landfill  for  any 
variety  of  accidents  which  may  require  all  levels  of  emergency  medical  services.  The 
mitigation  measures  have  been  clarified  to  require  that  the  project  applicant  share  in  the 
fire  staffing  requirements  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  station  to  an  emergency  medical  services 
level  of  training  required  by  the  Riverside  County  Fire  Department.  This  mitigation 
measure  appears  on  the  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program  (Section  II.C.  of  the 
final  EIS/EIR).  See  Response  0001-128. 

5.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  on  page  533  acknowledges  the  project  will  be  required  to  contribute 
to  the  funding  of  the  fire  improvements.  See  Response  0001-128. 

DOCUMENT  0053  Letter  from  Office  of  the  Mayor,  Cathedral  City,  August  27, 1991 

1.  The  concerns  raised  in  this  comment  are  more  appropriately  raised  with  the  Riverside 
County  Solid  Waste  Division.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  identifies  alternative  waste  disposal 
options  and  concludes  that  even  with  active  recycling,  yard  waste  composting,  and  other 
source  reduction  techniques,  the  need  for  a large-scale  or  a number  of  smaller-scale 
landfill  projects  in  the  region  would  still  be  present.  Premature  landfill  closings  would 
only  exacerbate  this  problem.  Moreover,  this  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy 
or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence,  no  other  response  is  necessary. 

2.  As  required  by  the  State  Health  and  Safety  Code  (Division  20,  Chapter  6.95),  Southern 
Pacific’s  Emergency  Response  Plan,  Spill  Prevention  Control  Contingency  Plan,  and 
Tier  II  Chemical  Inventory  Forms  are  filed  every  year  with  all  administering  agencies, 
including  the  health  departments  of  Riverside  and  San  Bernardino  counties  and  the 
California  Public  Utilities  Commission.  In  addition.  General  Order  161  of  the  California 
Public  Utilities  Commission  (effective  8/7/91)  requires  Southern  Pacific  to  file  the 
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emergency  response  plan,  traffic  density  data  by  line  segment,  lease  and  storage  inven- 
tories, and  a list  of  24-hour  emergency  contact  telephone  numbers  with  any  emergency 
response  agency  (such  as  fire  departments)  within  60  days  of  receiving  a written  request 
from  the  agency.  In  addition,  as  part  of  their  own  emergency  response  planning,  MRC 
would  maintain  adequate  staff  on-site  or  on  call  to  provide  clean-up  workers  to  supple- 
ment Southern  Pacific  staff  and  to  accomplish  trash  pickup  as  necessary  (draft  EIS/EIR, 
page  352).  The  other  public  health  concerns  presented  in  the  comment  are  discussed  in 
the  Public  Health  and  Safety  section  (IV.B.)  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  See  Response  0026-3 
for  more  details  of  Southern  Pacific’s  emergency  response  plan. 

3.  Page  543  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  explains  that  the  noise  level  increase  of  0.7  dB  that  would 
be  experienced  by  residential  areas  100  feet  from  the  Southern  Pacific  rail  line  is  not 
discernible  by  people  and  therefore  not  considered  a significant  impact  ( Fundamentals 
and  Abatement  of  Highway  Traffic  Noise,  by  Bolt,  Beranek,  and  Newman,  Inc.,  prepared 
for  the  Federal  Highway  Administration,  June  1973,  page  1-20).  A noise  barrier  would 
not  be  necessary  for  such  a small  increase. 

DOCUMENT  0054  Letter  from  Mel  Ballen,  September  4, 1991 

1.  To  clarify  the  potential  water  quality  impacts,  please  refer  to  Response  0001-25. 

DOCUMENT  0055  Letter  from  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines, 

August  30, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0056  Letter  from  Marilyn,  Maurice,  and  Joshua  Beidler,  August  27, 

1991 

1.  For  a discussion  of  mandatory  recycling  efforts  in  southern  California,  please  see 
Response  0006-1.  As  a compliance  requirement  of  AB  939,  green  waste  material  will 
likely  be  removed  from  the  waste  stream  for  composting  at  the  MRFs  and  transfer 
stations. 

2.  Section  IV.D  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  368)  discusses  the  air  quality  impacts  associated 
with  the  project,  including  emissions  from  train  and  truck  transport.  For  a summary  of 
air  quality  impacts  to  residences  in  the  Coachella  V alley,  please  refer  to  Response  0012-1. 

3.  Section  IV. A of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  317)  discusses  the  potential  for  groundwater 
impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  project.  Please  refer  to  Response  0001-25. 
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4.  The  Mineral  Resources  section  (IV.I.3)  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  487)  provides  a 
detailed  discussion  of  the  mineral  reserves,  including  iron  ore,  at  Eagle  Mountain.  The 
proposed  phasing  of  the  landfill  project  would  assure  that  the  most  potentially  minable 
iron  resources  are  impacted  last.  Such  sequencing  would  allow  approximately  75  years 
to  recover  the  ore  if  economically  justified.  The  proposed  landfill  operations  at  Eagle 
Mountain,  particularly  reactivating  the  rail  line,  could  benefit  possible  future  mining 
operations.  It  should  be  noted  that  any  such  future  mining  would  require  environmental 
review  and  land  use  permits. 

DOCUMENT  0057  Letter  from  R.  J.  Arden,  received  September  10, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0058  Letter  from  Mancy  and  Murray  Olderman,  September  5, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0059  Letter  from  National  Parks  and  Conservation  Association, 

September  5, 1991 

1.  As  discussed  on  page  413  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  project  impacts  were  based  on  extremely 
conservative  modeling  assumptions.  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-23  (Appendix  E,  page 
130)  required  a reanalysis  of  ambient  air  quality  impacts  using  meteorological  monitoring 
data  collected  on-site.  This  revised  modeling  using  weather  data  collected  on-site  has 
been  completed  and  the  results  are  summarized  on  modified  tables  (Tables  29,  36,  49, 
and  52)  and  associated  plots  of  project  impacts  in  Attachment  5,  Appendix  M of  the  final 
EIS/EIR.  The  results  of  the  revised  modeling  show  that  project  impacts  at  the  Joshua 
Tree  National  Monument  will  not  exceed  federal  Class  I or  II  increments.  Therefore,  the 
results  of  the  revised  air  quality  modeling  do  not  indicate  a need  for  any  mitigation 
measures  in  addition  to  those  specified  in  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

2.  The  proposed  project  site  is  located  southeast  of  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  and  at 
its  closest  point  is  approximately  8,000  feet  south  of  the  boundary.  Numerous  design 
features  have  been  incorporated  into  the  proposed  project  which  would  ensure  that 
windblown  debris  generated  from  the  proposed  landfill  would  be  minimal.  Please  refer 
to  pages  515-516  for  a description  of  the  proposed  mitigation  measures  to  minimize 
impacts  of  windblown  debris.  In  the  event  that  JTNM  or  BLM  staff  observe  or  receive 
reports  of  problems  developing  with  windblown  debris,  there  will  MRC  operations 
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personnel  assigned  to  litter  control  that  can  be  contacted  to  ensure  the  timely  retrieval  of 
stray  litter. 

3.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  points  out,  “The  project  area  is  not  within  the  boundaries  of  JTNM 
and  will  have  no  direct  impact  on  its  recreation  values,  uses,  or  opportunities  for  camping, 
hiking,  backpacking,  photography,  wilderness  use,  or  nature  study”  (p.  521).  In  fact, 
Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  at  its  closest  point  is  approximately  8,000  feet  south  of 
the  project  boundary.  Figure  9 1 shows  that  a ridgeline  protects  the  monument’ s viewshed 
from  the  project  area. 

4.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  the  project’s  impact  on  Coxcomb  Mountains,  Eagle  Moun- 
tains, Pinto  Basin,  and  Chuckwalla  Mountains  WSAs  on  pages  524-527.  The  draft 
document  concludes  that  the  significance  of  impact  after  implementation  of  the  design 
features  will  not  impair  the  suitability  of  adjacent  WSAs  for  preservation  as  wilderness. 

5.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  450  and  451)  outlines  the  raven  control  and  monitoring 
program.  In  general,  the  passive  raven  control  program  includes  trash  burial  at  the  end 
of  each  workday  at  a minimum,  prompt  removal  of  large  road-killed  animals  from  the 
truck  route,  hazing,  and  other  nonlethal  measures  to  minimize  raven  feeding  at  the  project 
site.  If,  through  the  monitoring  program,  the  raven  population  is  found  to  be  increasing, 
an  active  raven  control  program  would  be  initiated.  This  would  include  the  destruction 
of  individual  raven  nests  and/or  animals. 

6.  Noise  impacts  on  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  and  wilderness  areas  are  discussed 
on  page  556  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Due  to  distance  and  the  intervening  barrier  of  the 
Eagle  Mountains,  noise  levels  from  project  operations  would  not  be  considered  signifi- 
cant. 

7.  Potential  night  lighting  impacts  on  the  national  monument  and  wilderness  areas  will  be 
reduced  by  implementing  the  proposed  design  features  including  limitation  of  night 
activities,  type  of  lighting,  and  truck  traffic  routing.  More  specifically,  the  significance 
criteria  for  night  lighting  was  generated  from  consultation  with  JTNM  staff  who  feel  that 
lighting  for  lower-elevation  ground  uses  would  not  be  a problem.  Roodlighting  and 
high-pressure  sodium  fixtures  would  cause  unnecessary  spillage  of  light  resulting  in  a 
significant  impact;  therefore,  directed  “spot”  lighting  is  recommended. 

DOCUMENT  0060A  Letter  from  Tom  Glenn,  September  4, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 
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DOCUMENT  0060B  Letter  from  Tom  Glenn,  September  11, 1991 

1.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  addresses  landfills  in  counties  where  waste  is  generated  (page  105). 
Other  potential  sites  in  these  areas  were  not  analyzed  in  further  detail  because  of  their 
limited  capacities  and  because  adequate  information  is  not  currently  available  regarding 
the  description  of  projects  at  these  sites.  Furthermore,  this  comment  does  not  address 
the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

2.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 
no  response  is  necessary. 

3.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 
no  response  is  necessary. 

4.  See  Responses  0001-4,  5,  7,  8,  10,  15,  18,  25,  33,  111,  and  1 12  and  0002-4  and  6. 

5.  Refuse  destined  for  landfilling  at  Eagle  Mountain  must  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
AB  939,  the  “Recycling  Bill.”  Such  compliance  means  that  the  refuse  has  been  subjected 
to  an  inspection  program  for  the  removal  of  recyclables  and  hazardous  materials.  If 
refuse  does  not  comply,  it  will  not  be  taken  to  Eagle  Mountain.  For  a discussion  of 
hazardous  material  screening,  please  refer  to  Response  0002-8. 

6.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  does  not  suggest  that  the  economic  benefits  of  the  proposed  project 
serve  as  mitigation  for  any  significant  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  project. 

7.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 
no  response  is  necessary. 

8.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 
no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0061  Letter  from  Lucille  and  Cliff  Busse,  September  3, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0062  Letter  from  Lewis  L.  Warner,  September  3, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 
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DOCUMENT  0063  Letter  from  Jean  M.  LaRoss,  September  5, 1991 

1.  The  assessment  of  air  quality  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  project  takes  into 
consideration  the  amount  of  exhaust  emissions  produced  from  the  combustion  of  diesel 
fuel  during  transport  and  on-site  handling  of  solid  waste  (see  pages  374  and  375  and 
Table  25  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 

2.  Please  refer  to  Response  0026-66. 

3.  Cumulative  air  quality  impacts  are  discussed  on  page  592  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

4.  See  Response  0006-1.  The  removal  of  recyclables  from  the  waste  stream,  as  mandated 
by  law  (AB  939),  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  MRF  and  transfer  station  operators. 
Compliance  with  these  standards  of  removal  will  be  enforced  by  on-site  inspections 
performed  by  the  Local  Enforcement  Agency  (Riverside  County  Department  of  Health). 
MRC  will  only  indirectly  enforce  compliance  with  AB  939  through  the  mechanism  of 
not  accepting  residual  waste  unless  recyclables  (and  hazardous  materials)  have  been 
removed. 

DOCUMENT  0064  Letter  from  Margaret  Schmidt,  September  4, 1991 

1 . For  a discussion  of  air  quality  impacts,  please  refer  to  Section  IV.D.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
commencing  on  page  368. 

2.  See  Response  002 1-19. 

3.  A discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  of  all  past,  present,  and  reasonably  anticipated  future 
projects  is  presented  on  pages  585-598  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT  0065  Letter  from  Nanette  McMahon,  no  date 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0066  Letter  from  Jean  Spier,  September  6, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 
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DOCUMENT  0067  Letter  from  Arlene  Pallenberger,  no  date 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0068  Letter  from  Joseph  W.  Monroe,  September  4, 1991 

1.  It  is  unclear  what  the  commenter  means  by  “loose  materials.”  The  draft  EIS/EIR 
discusses  in  great  detail  the  air  emissions  associated  with  haul  vehicles  and  on-site 
stationary  equipment  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  70-105).  In  addition,  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
discusses  recommended  mitigation  measures  for  these  emission  sources  (see  Appendix 
E,  pp.  105-133). 

2.  Please  refer  to  Responses  0006-1  and  0011-1.  In  conformance  with  AB  939,  recyclable 
materials  will  be  recovered  from  the  MRFs  and  transfer  stations.  Compliance  with  the 
standards  of  removal  of  recyclable  material  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  operators  of 
the  MRFs  and  transfer  stations.  These  regulations  will  be  enforced  by  on-site  inspectors 
directed  by  and  with  the  authority  of  the  Local  Enforcement  Agency  (Riverside  County 
Department  of  Health).  MRC  will  indirectly  enforce  these  requirements  by  not  accepting 
residual  wastes  unless  the  recyclable  materials  have  been  removed. 

DOCUMENT  0069  Letter  from  Jana  Thompson,  September  4, 1991 

1.  Please  see  Responses  0012-1  and  0017-12. 

DOCUMENT  0070  Letter  from  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  September  6, 

1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0071  Letter  from  Virginia  O’Connor,  September  8, 1991 

1.  See  Response  0012-1.  Cumulative  air  quality  impacts  are  discussed  on  page  592  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR. 

2.  As  outlined  on  pages  39,  40,  331,  and  332,  hazardous  wastes  derived  from  the  landfill 
operation  and  the  small  quantities  of  hazardous  materials  recovered  from  the  on-site 
waste  inspection  station  will  be  collected  and  temporarily  stored  on-site.  Wastes  will  be 
segregated  and  containerized  as  required  by  regulations.  These  wastes  will  be  periodi- 
cally removed  from  the  site  for  delivery  to  a licensed  hazardous  waste  facility.  Trans- 
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portation  of  these  wastes  will  be  by  licensed  hazardous  waste  carriers  under  manifest  as 
required  by  state  law. 

DOCUMENT  0072  Letter  from  Madalene  Good,  September  7, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0073  Letter  from  Desert  AG  Services,  September  5, 1991 

la.  As  noted  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  322),  monitoring/detection  wells  will  be  “placed 
down-gradient  close  to  the  margin  of  the  landfill.”  Analysis  of  the  fractures  and 
sedimentary  strata  has  indicated  the  best  locations  for  earliest  detection/monitoring. 

lb.  Please  see  Responses  0001-8,  15,  18,  25,  and  33.  The  mitigation  measures  for  the 
protection  of  groundwater,  as  identified  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  320-323),  include  a 
system  of  waste  acceptance  criteria,  drainage  controls,  leachate  collection  and  control, 
landfill  gas  collection  and  control,  and  a redundant  barrier  system  that  in  combination 
reduce  the  potential  for  groundwater  contamination  to  a level  of  insignificance.  Leachate 
is  not  expected  to  be  generated  at  the  landfill  because  of  the  climate  and  the  dry  nature 
of  the  waste  that  will  be  received.  As  an  additional  mitigation  measure,  to  prevent 
leachate  from  building  up  pressure  necessary  to  cause  any  leakage,  the  site  will  be 
provided  with  a blanket  leachate  collection  and  removal  system  that  is  designed  to  remove 
any  leachate,  should  any  leachate  be  generated.  For  a more  detailed  description  of  the 
containment  system,  please  see  Section  II.B.l  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

2.  Please  refer  to  Responses  0001-11 1 through  1 16.  The  drainage  system  will  be  designed 
to  handle  100-year  storm  flows  for  the  most  critical  events  ranging  from  1-,  3-,  6-,  and 
24-hour  duration  storms.  In  addition,  a 500-year  frequency  standard  will  be  adopted  for 
review  of  channel  freeboard  design.  The  drainage  plan  will  divert  all  runoff  away  from 
the  landfill  as  well  as  provide  interim  cover  that  is  designed  to  prevent  infiltration  and 
percolation  of  rainwater  that  falls  on  the  landfill.  It  is  not  possible  for  a failure  of  this 
system  to  result  in  several  hundred  acre-feet  of  water  being  dumped  into  the  fill  site  that 
will  result  in  the  generation  of  leachate,  because  only  rainwater  that  falls  directly  onto 
the  open  face  of  the  landfill  will  be  covered  with  either  interim  or  final  cover  which  is 
designed  to  drain  runoff  and  prevent  percolation.  Additionally,  if  an  entire  year’s  rainfall 
fell  onto  the  open  face  of  the  landfill  in  one  storm  event,  this  would  only  cause  the  upper 
one  foot  of  refuse  to  reach  the  field  capacity  required  for  leachate  to  be  released  from  the 
refuse  mass.  Since  a day’s  volume  of  refuse  is  usually  20  to  30  feet  thick,  there  is 
insufficient  water  in  the  100-year  storm  events  to  cause  the  refuse  to  reach  a point  of 
saturation  where  leachate  will  be  generated.  The  drainage  report  is  contained  in  Appen- 
dix L of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 
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3.  The  monitoring  of  the  foundation  and  monitoring  layer,  immediately  beneath  the  barrier 
system,  as  well  as  the  groundwater  several  hundred  feet  below  the  barrier  system,  will 
serve  to  evaluate  the  performance  of  the  barrier  system.  If  there  is  leakage  through  the 
barrier  system,  it  will  be  detected  immediately  beneath  the  system,  long  before  any 
leachate  would  reach  the  groundwater.  The  assumption  that  a “continuum  of  leachate” 
leakage  would  continue  is  incorrect  because  leachate  will  continually  be  pumped  out  of 
the  leachate  collection  system  to  prevent  a buildup  needed  for  a continuous  source  of 
leakage.  Additionally,  if  monitoring  indicates  a buildup  of  leachate  within  the  removal 
system,  additional  cover  material  can  be  added  to  further  reduce  the  amount  of  precipi- 
tation that  would  be  the  main  cause  of  leachate  generation.  If  the  leachate  is  collected 
and  removed  as  proposed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  60-65  and  320-323),  there  will  not 
be  a source  of  leachate  that  could  leak  and  contaminate  the  groundwater. 

4.  Please  see  Response  0001-33. 

5.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  A 
discussion  of  potential  groundwater  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  project  can  be 
found  in  Section  IV.A.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Also,  see  Response  0001-25. 

6.  Air  quality  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  project  are  discussed  in  Section  IV.D.  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Since  this  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR,  no  further  response  is  necessary. 

7.  Without  specific  examples  of  “conscienceless  wildlife  habitat  compromises,”  no  re- 
sponse to  this  comment  can  be  given.  The  biological  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed 
project  and  recommended  mitigation  measures  are  outlined  in  Section  IV.G.  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  A more  detailed  description  of  mitigation  measures  can  be  found  in  Appendix 
F of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Biological  Assessment  (Appendix  N of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 

8.  A discussion  of  potential  traffic  impacts  can  be  found  in  Section  IV.C.  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  Since  this  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR,  no  further  response  is  necessary. 

9.  Please  refer  to  Response  0006- 1 . AB  939  is  a mandatory  recycling  program  requiring  a 
25  percent  reduction  in  waste  by  the  year  1995  and  a 50  percent  reduction  in  waste  by 
the  year  2000.  Pages  105-109  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discuss  recycling,  composting,  and 
other  forms  of  waste  source  reduction  in  greater  detail.  Nevertheless,  the  implementation 
of  these  waste  diversion  programs  would  not  eliminate  the  need  for  a large-scale  or 
number  of  smaller-scale  landfill  projects  in  the  region. 

For  refuse  destined  for  landfilling  at  Eagle  Mountain,  each  transfer  station  and  MRF 
would  be  required  to  initiate  their  own  load-checking  program  as  required  under  the 
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facility  permit  and  is  not  part  of  the  proposed  project.  However,  as  part  of  the  proposed 
project,  MRC  would  institute  a periodic  inspection  program  at  the  landfill  to  monitor  the 
continued  compliance  and  effectiveness  of  the  load-checking  programs.  Compliance 
with  the  standards  of  removal  will  be  enforced  by  on-site  inspectors  directed  by  and  with 
the  authority  of  the  LEA  (County  of  Riverside  Department  of  Health).  MRC  would  not 
accept  residual  wastes  at  Eagle  Mountain  unless  the  hazardous  wastes  and  recyclables 
have  been  removed. 

DOCUMENT  0074  Letter  from  G.T.J.  Enterprises,  September  16, 1991 

1 . Please  see  Response  0026-75  for  a discussion  of  pyrolitic  conversion  of  trash-to-energy. 

DOCUMENT  0075  Letter  from  Marilyn  Beidler,  August  30, 1991 

1 . This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 

hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0076  Letter  from  John  R.  Warner,  September  12, 1991 

This  letter  was  mailed  to  both  the  Riverside  Planning  Department  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 

Management  area  offices.  The  concerns  expressed  in  these  letters  are  similar  in  nature  and 

thus,  for  the  sake  of  economy,  appear  only  once  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  and  are  addressed  below. 

All  letters  submitted  are  on  file  at  the  County  and  the  BLM  area  offices. 

1.  Refuse  being  transported  to  the  site  by  truck  or  train  would  be  compacted  in  closed 
containers.  For  a description  of  the  containers,  please  see  Response  0021-25.  The 
measures  taken  during  the  transport  and  deposit  of  refuse  at  the  working  face  of  the 
landfill  and  the  application  of  the  daily  cover  would  minimize  the  attraction  of  animals, 
birds,  and  insects  to  the  project  site.  See  Response  0026-9.  A description  of  this  process 
is  found  on  pages  51,  57,  58,  and  345-346  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

2.  Burning  refuse  is  not  a viable  alternative  in  southern  California  due  to  the  present  air 
quality  conditions  in  the  Los  Angeles  basin  and  surrounding  area.  See  Response 
0026-75.  Mitigation  measures  to  reduce  emissions  generated  by  project  operations 
presented  on  pages  380  and  381  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  address  alternatives  to  diesel  engines 
and  trucks,  including  the  electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway  and  landfill 
equipment.  In  summary,  when  the  landfill  gas  generation  is  sufficient  to  warrant  the 
construction  of  an  energy  recovery  facility  at  the  project  site,  a cost/effectiveness  study 
of  electrifying  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway  to  reduce  locomotive  emissions  shall  be 
conducted.  Also,  in  lieu  of  diesel-fueled  versions,  MRC  shall  purchase  and  use  electric 
versions  of  landfill  equipment  such  as  overhead  cranes,  crushers,  conveyors,  and 
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pugmills  wherever  available.  Where  not  available,  alternative-fuel  technology  will  be 
used  depending  on  air  permitting  standards.  Other  alternative  measures  to  diesel  fuel  are 
evaluated  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  385  and  386;  and  Appendix  E)  but  are  not 
considered  feasible  at  the  present  time. 

3.  The  scientific  community  is  still  debating  the  effects  that  CO2  emissions  have  on  global 
warming.  Therefore,  it  highly  speculative  at  this  point  to  determine  the  effect  (if  any) 
CO2  emissions  from  the  proposed  project  would  have  on  global  warming. 

DOCUMENT  0077  Letter  from  Hallock  Hoffman,  September  4, 1991 

1.  Please  refer  to  Response  0021-25  for  a description  of  the  intermodal  shipping  container. 

2.  Please  refer  to  Response  0026-3.  In  the  event  of  a rail  accident,  the  emergency  response 
plan  would  be  enacted.  Public  Safety  of  the  Public  Health  and  Safety  section  (see  pages 
147-148  and  351-355  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR)  discusses  the  risk  accidental  spillage  of 
nonhazardous  compacted  municipal  waste  poses  to  public  health  and  safety.  With 
implementation  of  mitigation  measures  such  as  providing  staff  to  assist  in  the  removal 
of  spilled  waste  in  the  event  of  an  accident,  public  safety  impacts  due  to  accidental 
spillage  would  be  below  a level  of  significance. 

3.  As  part  of  Title  14,  Chapter  3,  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations,  MRC  will  develop 
a standard  set  of  procedures  for  employee  activity  with  respect  to  all  phases  of  landfill 
operations.  Please  refer  to  Section  IV.B.5  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  for  a discussion  of  these 
procedures. 

4.  The  proposed  Class  III  landfill  will  only  accept  nonhazardous  solid  waste  and  inert 
wastes.  Mandatory  procedures  for  detection,  collection,  temporary  storage,  and  off-site 
disposal  to  a licensed  hazardous  waste  disposal  facility  would  be  implemented  at  the 
MRFs  and  transfer  stations  as  part  of  their  facilities  permits.  A description  of  this  process 
can  be  found  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  39, 40, 48, 49,  and  331-333).  Also,  please  refer 
to  Response  0026-4. 

5.  Because  of  the  very  dry  climate  at  Eagle  Mountain,  the  dry  nature  of  the  refuse,  and  the 
fact  that  liquids  will  not  be  accepted  into  the  landfill,  it  is  expected  that  refuse  decompo- 
sition rates  in  the  landfill  will  be  very  slow.  For  these  reasons,  the  production  of  leachate 
in  the  landfill  mass  is  expected  to  be  minimal,  if  at  all. 

6.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (Section  IV.D.)  discusses  air  quality  impacts  resulting  from  truck  and 
train  activity  serving  the  landfill  site.  As  described  on  pages  356  and  357  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR,  the  number  of  daily  train  trips  required  when  the  landfill  is  operating  at  full 
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capacity  would  be  9.4  with  a maximum  of  12  round  trips  daily.  See  Response  0012-1 
for  a discussion  of  air  quality  impacts  to  the  Coachella  Valley. 

DOCUMENT  0078  Letter  from  Upper  San  Gabriel  Valley  Municipal  Water  District, 

September  17, 1991 

1 .  This  letter  and  its  attached  resolutions  do  not  comment  on  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0079  Letter  from  Mr.  & Mrs.  James  Johnson,  September  18, 1991 

1 . Three  letters  were  received  by  the  County  of  Riverside  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment area  offices  expressing  opposition  to  the  project.  These  letters  are  almost  identical 
in  content  and  thus,  for  the  sake  of  economy,  appear  only  once  in  the  final  EIS/EIR. 
However,  all  letters  submitted  are  on  file  at  the  County  and  the  BLM  area  offices.  None 
of  the  letters  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence,  no  further 
response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0080  Letter  from  City  of  La  Quinta,  September  19, 1991 

1.  The  Coachella  Valley  and  the  Chuckwalla  aquifer  are  not  connected.  Moreover,  for 
protection  of  the  Chuckwalla  aquifer  from  groundwater  contamination,  the  project  design 
includes  the  installation  of  a composite  liner,  a drainage  control  system,  a leachate 
collection  system,  a landfill  gas  collection  system,  daily  compacted  soil  cover  of  refuse, 
project  phasing,  and  groundwater  monitoring  wells.  See  Response  0001-25.  For  addi- 
tional regulations  concerning  the  liner,  please  see  Response  0021-16. 

2.  Please  refer  to  Responses  0012-1  and  0017-12. 

3.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  351)  states  that  the  project  itself  and  the  operation  of  off-site 
transfer  stations  to  serve  the  project  would  not  be  expected  to  increase  the  frequency  of 
accidents  involving  solid  waste  transport,  when  considered  in  terms  of  accidents  per 
ton-mile  of  transport.  Emergency  response  plans  are  already  in  place  at  the  local 
government  level,  as  part  of  federal  and  statewide  programs.  As  part  of  their  own 
emergency  response  planning,  MRC  would  maintain  adequate  staff  on-site  or  on  call  to 
provide  clean-up  workers  and  trash  pickup  as  necessary  (see  Response  0026-3). 

DOCUMENT  0081  Letter  from  Myrt  Griffin,  September  18, 1991 

1.  This  letter  does  not  comment  on  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 
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DOCUMENT  0082  Letter  from  State  Building  and  Construction  Trades  Council  of 

California,  September  18, 1991 

1.  This  letter  does  not  comment  on  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0083  Letter  from  K.  H.  Carabio,  September  17, 1991 

1 . The  comment  does  not  define  the  geographical  area  of  interest.  One  method  that  may  be 

used  to  compare  project  emissions  with  existing  emissions  from  vehicles  and  trains  is  to 
examine  the  project  impacts  on  the  Coachella  Valley.  The  emissions  calculations 
presented  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  include  emissions  from  activities  in  the  Coachella  Valley. 
The  project  activities  which  will  generate  emissions  in  the  Coachella  Valley  are  train  and 
truck  travel  hauling  containerized  waste  to  the  project  site. 

Of  the  total  269-mile  train  route  assumed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  analysis,  78  miles  are 
located  within  the  Coachella  Valley.  The  emissions  associated  with  this  rail  travel  are 
(a)  NOx,  582  tons/year;  (b)  CO,  236  tons/year;  (c)  PM  10,  14  tons/year;  (d)  ROG, 
40  tons/year;  and  (e)  SO2,  74  tons/year. 

Emissions  from  truck  hauling  within  the  Coachella  Valley  cannot  be  quantified  at  this 
time  due  to  a lack  of  specific  information  regarding  the  location  of  MRFs,  which  would 
be  the  points  of  origin  of  the  truck-hauled  waste.  As  a worst  case,  one  could  assume  that 
all  of  the  truck-hauled  waste  originates  within  the  Coachella  Valley.  Based  on  this 
worst-case  assumption,  the  truck  emissions  associated  with  the  project  in  the  Coachella 
Valley  would  be  (a)  NOx,  157  tons/year;  (b)  CO,  74  tons/year;  (c)  PM10,  23  tons/year; 
(d)  ROG,  25  tons/year;  and  (e)  SO2,  32  tons/year. 

Thus,  it  is  estimated  that  in  the  Coachella  Valley,  the  truck  and  train  emissions  associated 
with  the  proposed  project  would  amount  to  739  tons/year  of  NOx,  37  tons/year  of  PM  10, 
and  65  tons/year  of  ROG.  Based  on  information  derived  from  the  SCAQMD  emissions 
inventory  (a  linear  extrapolation  between  the  1987  baseline  values  and  the  year  2000 
estimate),  it  is  estimated  that  1991  vehicle  and  train  emissions  in  the  Coachella  Valley 
amount  to  15,311  tons/year  of  NOx,  2,415  tons/year  of  PM10,  and  7,226  tons/year  of 
ROG  (see  Table  FEIR-AQ-6,  Appendix  M,  Attachment  2,  of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 

2a.  Recyclables  sent  to  Eagle  Mountain  for  storage  will  be  shipped  to  the  site  in  closed 
containers,  identical  with  those  being  used  for  the  shipment  of  waste.  These  containers 
will  be  shipped  using  the  same  trains  that  carry  waste  to  the  site,  but  will  be  prominently 
identified  as  containing  recyclables  for  storage.  When  required,  the  recyclable  containers 
will  be  reloaded  on  the  trains  for  shipment  back  to  the  source. 
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2b.  Table  51  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  has  been  corrected  to  show  that  rail  haul  operations  will 
use  21,404  gallons  of  diesel  fuel  per  day,  and  transfer  station  operations  would  use  2,160 
gallons  of  fuel  per  day.  This  revision  is  noted  in  Section  VI  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

2c.  The  use  of  low-emission  fuels  would  be  enforced  through  the  requirements  of  the  air 
quality  permits  issued  by  the  SCAQMD  for  the  proposed  project.  The  air  quality  permits 
would  require  the  use  of  fuels  meeting  certain  specifications,  as  well  as  detailed  record 
keeping  attesting  to  the  amount  and  type  of  fuel  purchased.  With  this  information,  the 
district  can  ensure  that  fuel  used  by  the  project  is  in  compliance  with  permits  require- 
ments. 

3.  The  proposed  project  site  is  located  southeast  of  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  and  at 
its  closest  point  is  approximately  8,000  feet  south  of  the  boundary.  Project  impacts  on 
surrounding  recreation  uses,  including  JTNM,  and  wilderness  areas  are  discussed  on 
pages  520-528  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  draft  concludes  that  the  project  will  have  no 
direct  impact  on  JTNM  with  respect  to  its  recreation  values,  uses,  or  opportunities  for 
camping,  hiking,  backpacking,  photography,  wilderness  use,  or  nature  study.  For  a 
specific  discussion  on  air  quality  impacts  to  JTNM,  please  see  Response  0059-1.  Noise 
impacts  to  JTNM  are  discussed  in  Response  0059-6.  Page  413  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
discusses  the  impact  of  fugitive  dust  emissions  on  JTNM.  The  most  important  receptor 
of  fugitive  dust  in  the  project  area  is  the  JTNM  boundary.  Impacts  to  the  ambient 
concentrations  at  the  monument  boundary  are  presented  in  Table  34  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

Regulation  IV,  Rule  403,  specifically  states  that  . . a person  shall  not  cause  or  allow 
the  emissions  of  fugitive  dust . . . such  that  the  presence  of  such  dust  remains  visible  in 
the  atmosphere  beyond  the  property  line  of  the  emission  source  . . . The  rule  also 
says  that  . . every  reasonable  precaution  [shall  be  taken]  to  minimize  fugitive  dust 
emissions  from  . . . solid  waste  disposal  operation.”  Suspension  of  activity  during 
winds  in  excess  of  25  miles  per  hour  was  not  considered  as  a separate  mitigation  measure 
since  virtually  all  sources  of  fugitive  dust  would  have  active  dust  control  programs 
applied  to  them. 

Mitigation  measures  to  minimize  impacts  from  fugitive  dust  emissions  are  discussed  in 
Responses  0003-29  and  30. 

4.  The  long-term  survival  rate  of  transplanted  tortoises  is  not  known  at  this  time.  This  issue 
is  being  studied;  however,  results  will  not  be  available  in  time  for  incorporation  into  the 
initial  phases  of  this  project.  Any  tortoises  that  would  be  moved,  either  during  construc- 
tion of  Eagle  Mountain  Road  or  during  rail  line  maintenance  or  operation,  would  only 
be  displaced  a maximum  of  300  feet  (see  draft  EIS/EIR,  pp.  450;  Appendix  F,  pp.  85-87), 
a distance  likely  to  keep  the  tortoise  within  its  current  home  range.  It  is  not  anticipated 
that  such  a short  movement  would  cause  significant  impacts  to  tortoise  survival.  No 
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Category  1 habitat  would  be  directly  impacted  by  this  project,  and  any  potential  indirect 
impacts  would  not  be  significant.  As  a worst-case  scenario,  150  acres  of  Category  3 
tortoise  habitat  would  be  impacted  from  the  expansion  and  extension  of  Eagle  Mountain 
Road  (see  draft  EIS/EIR,  pp.  447-448).  Dust  impacts  can  be  found  on  pages  377-379 
and  514-516. 

DOCUMENT  0084  Letter  from  Building  and  Construction  Trades  Council  of  San 

Bernardino  and  Riverside  Counties,  September  18, 1991 

1 . Although  this  letter  does  not  comment  on  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR, 

it  raises  several  issues  of  concern  associated  with  the  proposed  project.  In  response,  it 
should  be  noted  that  the  draft  EIS/EIR  concludes  that  the  groundwater  will  not  be 
adversely  affected  by  the  landfill  (see  Response  0001-25).  With  respect  to  traffic 
impacts,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  363)  states  that  the  proposed  project  would  generate  a 
two  percent  increase  in  traffic  on  I- 10.  This  incremental  increase  in  traffic  is  not 
considered  a significant  traffic  impact.  Furthermore,  since  the  preparation  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR,  MRC  has  proposed  to  reduce  the  round-trip  truck  traffic  from  200  to  100,  which 
would  further  reduce  traffic  impacts.  See  Section  II.B.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a 
discussion  of  the  reduction  in  truck  trips. 

DOCUMENT  0085  Letter  from  Dorothy  Harte,  September  15, 1991 

1.  This  letter  does  not  comment  on  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0086  Letter  from  City  of  Walnut,  September  12, 1991 

1.  The  duration  of  Phase  I operations  is  not  linked  to  a particular  time  frame  but  instead  to 
the  use  and  capacity  of  the  Phase  I handling  yard.  The  maximum  capacity  of  the  initial 
container  handling  yard  would  be  approximately  4,750  tons  per  day  consisting  of  one 
trainload  of  refuse  per  day  (3,500  tpd)  and  an  additional  1 ,250  tpd  that  would  be  delivered 
by  truck.  When  this  volume  is  exceeded,  Phase  13  operations  would  commence. 

2.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  but  is 
welcomed  for  the  suggestion  of  the  use  of  an  alternative  type  of  lighting.  Metal  halide 
lights  will  be  evaluated  during  the  final  design  stages  of  the  project. 

3.  The  precise  locations,  designs,  and  operational  details  for  future  MRFs  and  transfer 
stations  are  unknown  at  this  time.  Please  refer  to  Response  0015-2  for  a discussion  of 
transfer  stations. 
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4.  This  letter  does  not  comment  on  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0087  Letter  from  Office  of  the  Mayor,  City  of  Blythe,  September  17, 

1991 

1.  The  groundwater  gradient  from  the  Eagle  Mountains  slopes  to  the  southeast  in  the 
Chuckwalla  Valley,  turns  southward  toward  I- 10,  then  again  to  the  east  through  Palen 
and  Ford  dry  lakes  towards  the  Colorado  River.  The  regional  groundwater  potentiometry 
has  been  studied  by  others  and  reviewed  by  the  project  hydrologist.  If  the  landfill  were 
to  leak,  and  with  no  mitigation  whatsoever,  by  the  time  it  could  get  to  the  Colorado  River, 
the  concentration  effects  would  be  insignificant.  Based  on  the  state-of-the-art  measures 
of  the  proposed  project  working  together  to  protect  the  area’s  groundwater  resources 
from  degradation,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  concludes  that  the  groundwater  will  not  be  adversely 
affected  by  the  landfill.  Also,  see  Response  0001-25. 

2.  Please  see  Responses  0001-3, 4,  6, 7,  21, 23,  and  24.  Many  landfills  throughout  the  state 
have  been  designed,  constructed,  and  operated  to  withstand  the  effects  of  the  ground 
shaking  resulting  from  earthquakes.  The  permitting  process  will  require  the  implementa- 
tion of  the  applicable  state  and  federal  regulations  which  would  assure  that  the  liner 
design  ensures  the  integrity  of  the  liner  during  seismic  events  and  the  static  loading  of 
the  refuse.  As  per  the  active  fault  evaluation  prepared  by  geologist  Richard  Proctor,  the 
maximum  probable  earthquake  acceleration  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  site  is  0.1  g (gravity). 
However,  MRC  plans  to  design  all  major  facilities  at  the  site  to  0.2  g,  or  essentially  double 
the  state  requirements. 

3.  For  the  same  reasons  discussed  in  Response  0087-1,  no  significant  groundwater  effects 
would  occur  to  the  correctional  facility. 

4.  Section  VI  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  (see  reference  for  pages  574  and  579,  and  Tables  5 1 and 
53)  contains  revised  information  on  the  fuel  required  for  this  project  and  its  alternatives 
(discussed  on  pages  572-584  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  The  impacts  to  air  quality  are 
quantified  in  the  Air  Quality  section  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  beginning  on  page  368.  Energy 
consumption  impacts  are  discussed  in  Section  IV.  O.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Traffic  impacts 
and  its  associated  safety  hazards  are  discussed  in  the  Traffic  and  Public  Health  and  Safety 
sections  (IV.C.  and  IV.B.,  respectively)  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

5.  It  is  unclear  why  the  commenter  believes  that  emissions  from  the  proposed  project  would 
be  trapped  in  the  Desert  Center  area.  The  Desert  Center  area  is  located  in  the  Chuckwalla 
Valley,  which  is  open  to  the  east  all  the  way  to  the  border  with  Arizona.  This  “opening” 
would  provide  an  avenue  for  ventilation/air  exchanges.  Odor  impacts  from  the  proposed 
project  are  addressed  in  Response  0001-97. 
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6.  Please  refer  to  Response  0006- 1 for  a discussion  of  mandatory  recycling  programs  in  the 
region. 

DOCUMENT  0088A  Letter  from  Kenneth  Statler,  no  date 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0088B  Letter  from  Kenneth  Statler,  no  date 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0089  Letter  from  County  of  Riverside  Parks  Department, 

September  12, 1991 

1.  Following  discussions  with  Jeff  Weinstein  of  the  Riverside  County  Parks  Department,  it 
was  concluded  that  the  location  of  the  proposed  trails  and  their  use  density  would  pose 
no  conflict  with  the  use  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line.  One  of  the  County’s  proposed 
trails  is  located  between  the  Salton  Sea  and  Highway  111  and  hence  is  not  at  all  impacted 
by  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line.  The  second  trail  parallels  the  Coachella  Canal  and  will 
therefore  have  a single  crossing  of  the  rail  line.  The  density  of  use  at  this  location  is 
expected  to  be  extremely  low;  hence,  no  significant  impacts  will  result. 

2.  The  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  have 
been  consulted  extensively  for  their  input  on  plant  and  wildlife  species  in  the  region  of 
Eagle  Mountain.  Not  only  are  these  agencies  reviewing  and  commenting  upon  the  draft 
EIS/EIR,  but  they  are  also  involved  in  review  of  the  Biological  Assessment  (Appendix 
N of  the  final  EIS/EIR)  which  was  developed  for  compliance  with  federal  and  state 
Endangered  Species  Acts. 

DOCUMENT  0090  Letter  from  Janet  Cook,  September  15, 1991 

la.  See  Response  0087-4  for  a breakdown  of  the  fuel  consumption  from  refuse  transportation, 
including  trains.  Rail  haul  operations,  as  proposed,  will  use  approximately  2 1 ,404  gallons 
of  diesel  fuel  per  day,  and  transfer  station  operations  would  use  2,160  gallons  of  fuel  per 
day. 

lb.  The  overall  energy  consumption  of  this  project  was  determined  to  be  not  wasteful, 
inefficient,  and  unnecessary.  However,  because  the  United  States  is  overall  an  importer 
of  fossil  fuels,  this  project  will  contribute  to  that  importation.  Whether  importation  of 
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fossil  fuel  causes  a trade  deficit  is  dependent  on  the  country’s  exports  and  is  not  a relevant 
discussion  in  this  draft  EIS/EIR. 

2.  Project  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  landfill  on  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument 
can  be  found  on  pages  409,  413,  418,  439,  451,  516,  518,  521,  525,  528,  and  556  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR.  Revegetation  is  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  on  pages  493,  509,  512 
and  513.  See  Response  0083-4  for  consideration  of  overall  impact  to  the  desert  tortoise 
by  implementation  of  this  project. 

DOCUMENT  0091  Letter  from  City  of  Desert  Hot  Springs,  September  16, 1991 

1.  This  letter  does  not  comment  on  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0092  Letter  from  Karen  S.  Elam,  September  16, 1991 

1 . Response  0012-1  discusses  the  significance  of  the  air  quality  impacts  in  the  South  Coast 
and  the  Southeast  Desert  air  basins.  Cumulative  air  quality  impacts  are  addressed  on 
page  592  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

2.  Landfill  siting  studies  have  been  conducted  in  Orange  County.  In  addition,  SAND  AG 
has  prepared  a feasibility  study  and  a general  environmental  assessment  of  transporting 
waste  by  rail  to  nine  remote  desert  centers  in  Los  Angeles,  San  Bernardino,  Riverside, 
Imperial,  and  Kern  counties.  A discussion  of  these  alternative  sites  can  be  found  on  pages 
77-104  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  105)  also  addresses  landfills  in 
counties  where  waste  is  generated.  Other  potential  landfill  sites  in  Los  Angeles  County 
were  not  analyzed  in  further  detail  because  of  their  limited  capacities  and  because 
inadequate  information  is  currently  available  regarding  the  description  of  projects  at  these 
sites.  Consequently,  they  were  deemed,  at  this  time,  to  be  remote  and  speculative. 

DOCUMENT  0093  San  Bernardino  County  Air  Pollution  Control  District, 

September  9, 1991 

1.  The  section  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  cited  by  the  commenter  (Section  III.D.)  discusses  the 
air  quality  setting  of  the  South  Coast  and  Southeast  Desert  air  basins  rather  than  project 
impacts  on  air  quality.  The  relative  air  quality  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  and  of  all 
the  alternatives,  including  the  “No  Project”  alternative,  are  discussed  in  Section  IV.D. 
and  in  Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  for  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  as  well  as  for  the 
Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin. 


268 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EIR 


DOCUMENT  0093 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


DOCUMENT  0093 


The  section  on  air  quality  trends  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Section  ffl.D.4)  discusses  the 
maximum  ambient  concentrations  found  in  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin.  This  analysis 
was  done  by  reviewing  data  contained  in  “California  Air  Quality  Data,”  published  by  the 
California  Air  Resources  Board;  this  document  lists  data  for  all  monitors  located  in  the 
Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin,  including  data  collected  at  the  San  Bernardino  County  Air 
Pollution  District’s  Twenty  nine  Palms  monitoring  station. 

A discussion  of  the  San  Bernardino  County  Air  Quality  Attainment  Plan  was  not  included 
in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  because  the  proposed  project  is  not  located  in  San  Bernardino 
County. 

2.  All  of  the  emissions  from  the  equipment  associated  with  the  project  are  discussed  in  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E,  pp.  72-91).  This  discussion  includes  tables  which  showed 
the  worst-case  daily  emissions  from  the  equipment  in  question.  In  addition,  mitigation 
measures  are  discussed  in  Appendix  E,  pp.  105-131,  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

3.  As  discussed  in  Response  0093-1  above,  the  relative  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  and 
all  alternatives  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  separately  for  the  Southeast  Desert  and 
the  South  Coast  air  basins  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  204-210). 

Response  0117-3  includes  further  discussion  regarding  the  relative  impacts  of  the 
proposed  project.  As  discussed  in  this  response,  the  estimated  impacts  from  the  proposed 
project  in  the  Coachella  Valley  will  result  in  an  increase  above  the  estimated  1991 
emissions  baseline  for  the  area.  The  emission  increases  are  approximately  3.8  percent 
for  NOx,  approximately  0.5  percent  for  ROGs,  and  approximately  0.06  percent  for  PM  1 0 
emissions.  There  are  no  approved  regional  air  quality  models  which  can  be  used  to 
perform  the  analysis  requested.  Regional  photochemical  models,  such  as  those  used  to 
prepare  regional  air  quality  plans,  are  not  suitable  for  this  purpose,  because  they  are 
insensitive  to  changes  in  emissions  which  are  less  than  five  percent  of  the  regional  total. 
The  emissions  changes  associated  with  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  are  below  this 
sensitivity  threshold  in  the  South  Coast  and  Southeast  Desert  air  basins  and  in  the 
Coachella  Valley.  Due  to  the  lack  of  an  adequate  modeling  tool,  it  would  be  speculative 
to  attempt  to  quantify  the  ozone  impacts  from  the  proposed  project.  The  analysis  in  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  was  performed  using  the  best  analytical  tools  available. 

4.  See  Response  0093-3  above. 

5.  Aside  from  the  Eagle  Mountain  project,  the  only  other  regional  landfill  proposed  to  be 
located  in  either  Riverside  or  San  Bernardino  counties  is  the  proposed  Rail-Cycle  landfill 
(Bolo  Station)  near  Amboy,  in  Riverside  County,  which  was  discussed  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  Similar  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  project,  the  Rail-Cycle  project  intends  to 
transport  municipal  refuse  from  urban  transfer  stations  located  at  several  sites  in  Los 
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Angeles,  San  Bernardino,  and  other  counties  in  southern  California.  At  each  transfer 
station,  refuse  will  be  processed  for  removal  of  recyclable  materials  and  the  remainder 
will  be  compacted  and  placed  in  shipping  containers.  The  containers  will  be  loaded  onto 
double-stack  unit  trains  for  transport  to  the  landfill  site  near  Amboy.  The  Rail-Cycle 
project  is  a cut-and-fill  operation  where  20-acre  modules  will  be  excavated,  lined,  and 
filled  with  refuse.  Excavated  materials  will  be  temporarily  stockpiled  on-site  for  later 
use  as  either  daily  or  final  cover.  According  to  the  land  use  application  for  the  Rail-Cycle 
project  (dated  December  13,  1990),  at  ultimate  project  development,  the  Rail-Cycle 
project  will  receive  approximately  21,000  tons  of  refuse  per  day.  The  estimated  service 
life  of  this  project  ranges  from  66  to  100  years,  depending  on  the  refuse  delivery  rate. 

As  is  the  case  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  project,  emissions  from  the  Rail-Cycle  project  will 
be  associated  with  five  activities:  urban  transfer  stations,  waste  transport,  on-site 

vehicles,  cover  material  handling,  and  landfill  gas  combustion.  Vehicle  emissions  at  the 
urban  transfer  stations  will  generate  “tailpipe”  emissions.  Transport  of  the  refuse  from 
the  metropolitan  areas  to  the  disposal  site  will  generate  emissions  from  the  locomotives 
used  to  pull  the  railcars.  The  on-site  vehicles  will  be  the  source  of  exhaust  emissions,  as 
well  as  fugitive  dust  from  travel  on  unpaved  roads.  Fugitive  dust  will  also  be  generated 
from  the  handling  of  cover  materials.  The  landfill  will  be  a source  of  fugitive  vapors. 
Finally,  the  flaring  of  the  landfill  gas  will  also  generate  emissions. 

As  shown  in  Tables  FEIR-AQ-7  and  8,  included  in  Appendix  M,  Attachment  2 of  the 
final  EIS/EIR,  the  emission  sources  associated  with  both  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  and 
the  Rail-Cycle  project  are  divided  into  off-site  and  on-site  categories.  For  each  emissions 
category,  the  emissions  for  the  Rail-Cycle  project  are  calculated  by  multiplying  the 
corresponding  emissions  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  by  the  ratio  of  the  operating 
parameters  for  each  project.  The  two  major  operating  parameters  used  for  the  emissions 
calculations  are  the  daily  amount  of  waste  transported  to  each  project  site  and  the 
corresponding  rail  haul  distance  to  each  project.  This  method  of  calculation  assumes  that 
the  emissions  from  the  urban  transfer  stations,  unit  train  locomotives,  landfill  heavy 
equipment,  landfill  gas  generation  rates,  and  landfill  gas  disposal  methods  associated 
with  the  Rail-Cycle  project  are  similar  to  those  at  Eagle  Mountain,  with  the  only 
difference  being  the  relative  activity  levels  for  each  project. 

The  ratio  between  the  maximum  daily  waste  streams  for  the  Rail-Cycle  project  (21,000 
tons  per  day)  and  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  (20,000  tons  per  day)  is  approximately 
1.05.  As  shown  in  Tables  FEIR-AQ-7  and  8,  this  value  is  used  to  calculate  Rail-Cycle 
project  emissions  from  the  urban  transfer  stations,  on-site  vehicle  exhaust,  on-site  fugitive 
dust,  and  landfill  gas  combustion.  The  ratio  between  the  maximum  amount  of  waste 
transported  by  rail  each  day  to  the  Rail-Cycle  project  (2 1 ,000  tons  per  day)  and  the  Eagle 
Mountain  project  (16,000  tons  per  day)  is  approximately  1.31.  In  addition,  the  ratio 
between  the  one-way  rail  haul  distance  to  the  Rail-Cycle  project  (220  miles)  and  the 
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Eagle  Mountain  project  (204  miles)  is  1.08.  As  shown  in  Tables  FEIR-AQ-7  and  8,  these 
two  values  are  used  to  calculate  train  emissions.  The  rail  haul  distance  for  each  project 
was  measured  from  the  Southern  Pacific’ s Los  Angeles  Transportation  Center  (SPLATC) 
to  each  of  the  proposed  landfills.  The  SPLATC  was  selected  as  the  end  point  of  both  rail 
routes  because  it  is  located  approximately  in  the  center  of  the  Los  Angeles/Orange  County 
rail  network.  Finally,  the  ratio  between  the  maximum  amount  of  waste  transport  by 
on-highway  truck  each  day  to  the  Rail-Cycle  and  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  is  zero, 
because  the  Rail-Cycle  project  intends  to  transport  waste  only  by  train. 

As  shown  in  Tables  FEIR-AQ-7  and  8 (Appendix  M,  Attachment  2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR), 
the  estimated  emissions  from  the  Rail-Cycle  project  are  higher  than  the  emissions  from 
the  Eagle  Mountain  project.  This  is  due  to  the  slightly  higher  maximum  waste  stream 
and  longer  rail-hauling  distance  to  the  Rail-Cycle  project.  Because  the  emissions 
associated  with  the  Rail-Cycle  project  are  of  the  same  order  of  magnitude  as  for  the  Eagle 
Mountain  project,  the  air  quality  impacts  in  the  immediate  vicinity  around  the  Rail-Cycle 
project  would  be  similar  to  those  estimated  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  project.  Except  for 
the  impacts  within  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  from  transfer  stations  and  rail  hauling,  there 
would  be  no  overlap  in  air  quality  impacts  from  the  two  projects,  because  of  the  relative 
distance  and  different  terrain  between  the  two  landfill  sites.  As  discussed  in  Response 
0093-3,  due  to  the  lack  of  an  adequate  modeling  tool,  it  is  not  possible  to  quantify 
interbasin  ozone  transport  from  the  two  projects. 

6.  As  discussed  in  Response  0093-2,  all  of  the  emissions  from  the  equipment  associated 
with  the  project  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E,  pp.  72-91).  In  addition, 
mitigation  measures  are  discussed  in  Appendix  E,  pp.  105-131,  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
Please  see  Response  0093-3  for  a discussion  of  interbasin  transport. 

DOCUMENT  0094  Letter  from  Ruth  and  Robert  Anderson,  September  10, 1991 

1.  This  letter  does  not  comment  on  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0095  Letter  from  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Service,  September  23, 1991 

1.  Please  see  Responses  0017-19,  0021-19,  and  0021-24. 

2a.  Quantification  of  the  number  of  tortoise  burrows  to  be  impacted  by  road  or  rail  line 
construction  and/or  maintenance  cannot  be  precisely  determined  at  this  time  because  the 
location  of  burrows  and  other  signs  will  undoubtedly  change  from  the  1989  surveys  to 
the  actual  impact  time  at  construction.  Therefore,  a clearance  survey  will  be  conducted 
just  prior  to  any  construction  activity. 
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2b.  To  mitigate  potential  increases  in  raven  populations  due  to  landfill  operations,  a raven 
monitoring  program  will  be  established  which  will  include  a minimum  of  two  years  of 
preconstruction  monitoring.  Monitoring  shall  conform  to  methodologies  outlined  by  the 
BLM  and  USFWS,  and  shall  be  conducted  in  concert  with  other  raven  monitoring 
programs  (e.g.,  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument)  in  the  CDCA.  Monitoring  of  ravens 
will  continue  throughout  the  life  of  the  landfill  project,  or  until  the  agencies  determine 
that  it  is  no  longer  necessary. 

Exposed  trash  at  the  landfill  site,  which  could  attract  ravens,  will  be  minimized  by  daily 
burial  of  all  deposited  trash.  A minimum  six-inch  covering  of  dirt/mine  tailings  will  be 
placed  over  deposited  trash  at  the  end  of  each  working  day.  In  most  cases,  refuse  will 
be  buried  within  30  minutes  of  deposit,  further  reducing  exposure  time.  The  active 
portion  of  the  landfill  will  be  fenced  to  aid  in  controlling  windblown  trash.  This  fencing 
should  reduce  the  ability  of  other  wildlife  species  such  as  coyote  and  fox  to  utilize  the 
refuse  in  the  landfill.  These  species  could  potentially  dig  out  and  expose  buried  trash, 
thus  giving  ravens  access  to  the  trash  as  well.  However,  fencing  should  minimize  this 
potential  impact.  A coordinated  hazing  program  shall  also  be  established  to  discourage 
raven  use  of  the  landfill  during  times  when  trash  is  exposed. 

It  is  also  recommended  that  the  non-toxic  taste  aversion  bird  repellent  (methyl  anthranil- 
ate)  be  applied  to  landfill  refuse  to  repel  the  ravens.  This  has  been  used  successfully 
elsewhere  on  turf  and  animal  feed.  It  has  not  been  used  at  a landfill,  but  researchers 
believe  it  could  be  highly  effective  (John  Cummings,  Denver  Wildlife  Research  Center, 
Department  of  Agriculture,  pers.  comm.,  1992). 

Should  monitoring  indicate  that  the  raven  population  is  significantly  increasing,  and 
potentially  threatening  tortoise  populations,  then  an  active  raven  control  program  will  be 
implemented  immediately,  and  include  one  or  more  of  the  following  control  measures: 
nest  destruction,  poisoning,  shooting,  alteration  of  landfill  operations,  or  any  other 
measures  that  the  responsible  agencies  deem  appropriate.  All  necessary  depredation 
permits,  plus  a comprehensive  raven  management/control  program,  will  be  in  place 
before  landfill  operations  begin.  It  is  recommended  that  a Raven  Monitoring  Working 
Group  be  established  at  the  time  preconstruction  raven  monitoring  begins.  This  working 
group  should  consist  of  representatives  of  the  BLM,  USFWS,  CDFG,  MRC,  and  any 
other  agency  representative  or  individual  that  the  federal  and  state  agencies  believe 
appropriate.  This  working  group  would  oversee  the  raven  monitoring  and  control 
program,  evaluate  monitoring  data,  and  make  decisions  on  the  timing  and  implementation 
of  the  raven  control  program.  If  the  raven  population  in  the  vicinity  of  the  landfill  site 
increases  significantly  but  due  to  political  and  legal  constraints  an  active  raven  control 
program  cannot  be  implemented,  then  impacts  to  the  desert  tortoise  would  be  considered 
significant  and  unmitigated.  However,  at  this  time,  given  the  proposed  tortoise  mitiga- 
tion, tortoise  impacts  appear  mitigable  to  nonsignificance. 
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It  is  strongly  recommended  that  the  nearby  Desert  Center  landfill  be  closed,  if  feasible. 
This  county-operated  refuse  dump  is  currently  used  by  ravens,  and  its  closure  would 
remove  one  local  source  of  food  for  this  species.  It  is  also  recommended  that  if  this  dump 
site  is  closed  it  be  done  during  the  winter  months  when  tortoises  are  not  available  as  an 
alternative  food  source  for  ravens  and  other  scavengers. 

3.  See  Response  0027-22. 

4.  As  suggested  in  this  comment,  this  response  reflects  that  the  surveys  conducted  by  the 
CDFG  are  standard  management  practice  for  desert  pupfish.  The  CDFG  monitoring 
program  for  desert  pupfish  will  not  be  included  in  the  mitigation  measures.  See  Response 
0034-20. 

5.  See  Response  0034-19. 

6.  Most  of  the  initial  transplant  areas  have  only  minor  disturbances  and  could  be  easily 
restored,  while  some  of  the  sites  are  less  disturbed  and  need  little  or  no  further  enhance- 
ment. All  A1  verson’ s foxtail  cactus  remaining  within  the  impact  areas  after  the  initial 
transplant  experiment  will  be  salvaged  and  moved  to  the  selected  mitigation  site. 
Although  the  attempt  will  be  to  recover  all  the  individuals,  it  is  possible  that  some  could 
be  missed.  However,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  vast  majority  of  the  population  will  be 
salvaged. 

7.  Although  no  significant  impacts  to  adjacent  wetlands  or  to  major  plant  species  in  the 
washes  are  anticipated  to  occur  from  this  project,  where  unavoidable,  any  such  impacts 
will  be  minimized  by  flagging  the  construction  corridor  to  prohibit  the  removal  of  trees 
outside  of  the  construction  corridor.  Since  the  disturbance  to  plant  species  in  the  washes 
due  to  widening  of  the  existing  road  would  be  very  low,  if  at  all,  impacts  are  considered 
not  significant,  and  thus,  mitigation  is  not  required.  Therefore,  the  project  does  not 
include  restoration  for  these  species. 

8.  Drainage  runoff  from  active  landfill  and  operational  areas  will  not  be  directly  mixed  with 
drainage  from  natural  areas.  Wash  water  and  surface  runoff  which  has  come  in  contact 
with  refuse  will  be  directed  to  detention  facilities,  tested,  and  treated  prior  to  release  for 
dust  control  in  accordance  with  current  state  and  federal  regulations.  Waste  oil  in  runoff 
will  be  separated  and/or  treated  by  pre-engineered  treatment  facilities  immediately 
adjacent  to  the  detention  areas.  In  accordance  with  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elim- 
ination System  standards,  all  potentially  hazardous  discharges  will  be  tested  and  moni- 
tored. Runoff  from  the  Kaiser  townsite  is  a separate  consideration  and  not  directly 
connected  with  the  landfill  project.  It  should  be  noted  that  leachate  and  condensate 
generated  at  the  landfill  will  be  collected  and  temporarily  stored  on-site  and  properly 
disposed  of  at  an  approved  off-site  disposal  facility. 
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9.  The  drainage  plan  calls  for  several  intermediate  on-site  detention/settlement  facilities 
which  will  reduce  the  volume  and  velocities  of  drainage  flows.  Design  will  include  the 
use  of  riprap  and  concrete  cut-off  walls.  Approval  of  these  drainage  plans  is  dependent 
on  the  condition  that  drainage  outlet  facilities  will  be  sized  to  minimize  velocities  and 
reduce  potential  erosion.  No  other  measures  are  deemed  necessary  to  protect  desert 
washes  and  their  vegetation  from  erosion.  For  an  updated  discussion  of  the  drainage 
plans  for  the  proposed  project,  see  Responses  0001-111,  112,  113,  114,  115,  and  116 
above.  The  drainage  report  is  contained  in  Appendix  L of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT  0096  Letter  from  LASER,  September  19, 1991 

1.  The  measures  proposed  for  the  project  would  protect  the  area’s  groundwater  resources 
from  any  degradation.  Please  see  Response  0001-25. 

Protection  of  the  open  portions  of  the  Colorado  River  Aqueduct  (CRA)  is  discussed 
below.  The  open  portion  of  the  aqueduct  is  roughly  1,000  feet  from  the  Phase  II  handling 
facility.  The  waste  screening/inspection  facility  at  the  Phase  II  container  handling  yard 
is  discussed  on  pages  39-40  of  the  draft  EIS/EIS.  This  area  will  process  only  locally 
generated  waste  and  provide  a location  for  random  container  load-checking.  This 
amounts  to  no  more  than  two  to  three  tons  of  waste  per  day.  All  other  waste  would  be 
compacted  and  compressed  into  the  containers  and  delivered  directly  to  the  working  face 
of  the  landfill  in  closed  containers,  thereby  reducing  the  risk  of  windblown  debris  falling 
into  the  open  portion  of  the  aqueduct  to  below  a level  of  significance.  Dust  control 
measures  that  would  prevent  any  significant  impacts  to  the  aqueduct  are  presented  in 
Responses  0003-29,  30,  and  43.  Please  see  Responses  0002-7,  13a,  and  13b. 

While  the  proposed  rail  terminus  would  be  located  within  1,500  feet  of  an  open  section 
of  the  CRA,  all  the  waste  would  be  compacted  and  confined  to  a closed  container  prior 
to  arriving  at  Eagle  Mountain.  The  risk  of  contaminating  the  CRA  from  windblown 
debris  is  minimal. 

The  waste  container  maintenance  facility  and  recyclable  material  stockyard  are  separated 
from  the  CRA  by  an  existing  40-foot  berm.  Recyclables  will  be  stored  in  closed 
containers,  thereby  minimizing  any  risk  of  contaminating  the  CRA  from  windblown 
debris.  In  addition,  the  recyclable  storage  area  will  be  inspected  on  a weekly  basis  to 
remove  any  windblown  litter  that  may  have  accumulated.  The  container  maintenance 
facility  drainage  system  is  designed  to  be  self-contained  so  that  all  of  the  wash  water  will 
be  properly  treated  and  reused  for  additional  washing  and  dust  abatement.  The  CRA  will 
not  be  impacted. 

No  drainage  from  the  proposed  project  will  be  directed  toward  the  open  Colorado  River 
Aqueduct.  Drainage  outlets  and  other  upstream  facilities  will  be  sized  to  minimize 
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velocities  and  reduce  erosion.  Only  surface  runoff  which  has  been  diverted  before 
coming  in  contact  with  refuse  is  planned  to  cross  the  covered  portion  of  the  aqueduct. 
MWD  will  be  consulted  as  to  design  and  location  of  these  facilities.  Copies  of  the 
drainage  report  and  detailed  plans  have  been  forwarded  to  MWD  for  review.  All  drainage 
facilities  for  conveyance  of  flow  over  the  aqueduct  will  be  approved  by  MWD  prior  to 
construction. 

See  Response  001-28  and  29  for  a discussion  of  landfilling  in  the  lowest  portions  of  the 
East  Pit.  The  suggestion  of  this  comment  that  the  Reduced  Project  alternative  be  used 
will  not  significantly  lessen  the  potential  impacts  to  water  quality  identified  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  nor  change  the  mitigation  measures. 

2.  See  Response  0096-1  above.  Dust  will  be  controlled  at  the  site  according  to  SCAQMD 
requirements  as  outlined  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Pages  515  and  516  describe  the  design 
features  incorporated  into  the  project  design  which  would  ensure  that  the  impacts  due  to 
windblown  debris  and  dust  would  be  below  a level  of  significance.  No  additional 
mitigation  is  needed. 

3.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  wind  erosion  of  disturbed  areas  and  applicable  mitigation 
measures  and  concludes  that  particulate  emissions  from  wind  erosion  are  expected  to  be 
negligible  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  85-90  and  123-124). 

4.  For  on-highway  vehicles,  California’s  low-emission  vehicle  regulations  and  the  corre- 
sponding requirements  of  the  SCAQMD  (Rule  1601)  achieve  the  objectives  of  what  are 
popularly  referred  to  as  “alternative  fuels”:  methanol,  natural  gas,  or  liquefied  petroleum 
gas  (LPG).  While  alternative  fuels  may  be  used  to  comply  with  these  regulations,  they 
are  not  essential  and  provide  no  air  quality  benefits  when  compared  with  “traditional” 
fuels  used  to  satisfy  the  same  regulations.  The  California  and  the  SCAQMD  low-emis- 
sion vehicle  programs  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  107-108). 

For  landfill  equipment,  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  as  well  as  of  electricity  is  discussed 
on  pages  120-121  of  Appendix  E.  As  one  of  the  recommended  mitigation  measures, 
electric  versions  of  landfill  equipment  including  overhead  cranes,  crushers,  conveyors, 
and  pugmills  will  be  used  wherever  available.  Where  not  available,  alternative-fuel 
technology  will  be  used  depending  on  air  permitting  standards.  See  Mitigation  Measure 
AQ-16  in  the  Air  Quality  portion  of  Section  n.C.  in  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

5.  Project  compliance  with  the  SCAQMD  New  Source  Review  (NSR,  Rule  XIII)  require- 
ments is  discussed  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  102-105).  By  being 
designated  as  an  “essential  public  service,”  the  project  is  not  exempt  from  any  require- 
ments under  the  SCAQMD  NSR  regulations. 
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6.  Any  translocation  of  tortoises  or  foxtail  cacti  would  be  carried  out  by  qualified  biologists 
approved  by  the  USFWS  and  BLM  (draft  EIS/EIR,  p.  450).  A USFWS  permit  is  required 
to  handle  the  desert  tortoise,  because  of  its  threatened  status.  Therefore,  USFWS  will 
have  significant  input  into  the  biologist  selection  process.  Translocations  of  both  plants 
and  animals  will  be  conducted  at  the  optimum  times  of  year  to  increase  chances  of  success 
(draft  EIS/EIR,  p.  456). 

7.  Translocated  tortoises  may  be  placed  in  either  artificial  burrows  or  in  unoccupied  burrows 
in  adjacent  habitat  (Appendix  F,  pages  85-86). 

8.  A comprehensive  worker/driver  education  program  is  proposed  to  sensitize  local  employ- 
ees to  the  sensitive  plants  and  animals  in  the  area  and  to  outline  their  responsibilities 
when  these  species  are  encountered  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  451). 

9.  Most  of  the  BLM  lands  to  be  transferred  to  Kaiser  Steel  Resources  at  the  Eagle  Mountain 
Mine  site  have  been  heavily  disturbed.  Virtually  all  of  the  Kaiser  property  being 

‘ transferred  to  the  BLM  is  relatively  undisturbed,  except  for  the  presence  of  the  rail  line. 
The  land  exchange  is  not  considered  mitigation  for  impacts  to  biological  resources.  This 
comment  is  incorrect  in  that  it  states  that  no  other  compensation  is  offered  for  project 
impacts.  The  BLM  will  select  375  acres  of  high-quality  desert  tortoise  habitat,  at  a 
location  of  its  choosing,  as  compensation  for  impacts  to  tortoise  habitat  from  upgrading 
and  extending  Eagle  Mountain  Road.  MRC  will  fund  the  purchase  of  this  375  acres  (draft 
EIS/EIR,  page  450). 

A portion  (894  acres)  of  the  BLM  land  at  Eagle  Mountain  Mine  to  be  exchanged  will  be 
directly  impacted  by  the  landfill.  However,  744  acres  of  natural  habitat  will  be  preserved 
(draft  EIS/EIR,  page  447)  as  natural  open  space.  No  hunting  of  bighorn  sheep  will  be 
permitted. 

10.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  but  is 
welcomed  for  the  suggestion  of  the  makeup  of  a panel  for  evaluating  the  mitigation 
monitoring  program.  As  required  by  the  Local  Enforcement  Agency  for  the  Eagle 
Mountain  project  (the  Riverside  County  Department  of  Health),  a mitigation  monitoring 
plan  must  be  established  prior  to  the  initiation  of  operations  at  Eagle  Mountain.  A 
Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program  has  already  been  prepared  for  the  proposed 
project  and  is  included  as  Appendix  K of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  has  been  updated  in  the 
final  EIS/EIR  (see  Section  n.C.).  This  program  would  be  enforced  by  the  LEA,  as  well 
as  the  RWQCB  and  the  SCAQMD,  to  ensure  its  compliance  as  mandated  by  AB  3180. 
The  inclusion  of  various  citizens’  groups  on  this  panel  will  be  suggested  to  the  LEA. 

11.  No  significant  impacts  to  the  elementary  school  were  identified  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  further  action  is  required.  As  stated  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  537),  the 
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schools  at  Eagle  Mountain  are  substantially  underutilized.  Both  the  elementary  school 
and  middle  school  buildings  are  not  being  used,  and  the  high  school  has  93  students 
attending  grades  K-8.  Based  on  the  relatively  incremental  population  increases  resulting 
from  this  project  (see  pages  471-474),  an  additional  high  school  site  is  not  considered 
necessary. 

12.  Pages  49  and  33 1 of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  identify  materials  which  would  not  be  accepted  at 
the  site,  including  biological  or  infectious  waste.  The  process  to  remove  these  and  other 
unacceptable  materials  is  outlined  on  pages  39,  49,  331,  and  332  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
Also,  see  Responses  000 1-117  and  002 1 - 1 5 for  a more  detailed  discussion  on  radioactive 
wastes. 

13.  The  mandatory  recycling  goals  of  AB  939  and  other  local  recycling  efforts  are  outlined 
on  pages  4 and  106  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Also,  please  refer  to  Response  0015-2. 

14.  The  process  to  remove  recyclables  from  the  waste  stream  prior  to  landfilling  at  Eagle 
Mountain  is  described  in  Response  0026-4.  MRC  will  only  indirectly  enforce  compli- 
ance with  MRF  operators  for  the  removal  of  recyclables  (and  hazardous  waste)  through 
the  mechanism  of  not  accepting  residual  wastes  unless  the  recyclables  and  hazardous 
materials  have  been  removed.  Compliance  with  the  standards  of  removal  will  be 
enforced  by  on-site  inspectors  directed  by  and  with  authority  of  the  LEA. 

DOCUMENT  0097  Letter  from  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  September  19, 
1991 

1.  It  is  believed  that  all  “reasonably  foreseeable  impacts”  from  reactivating  the  rail  line  and 
widening  and  extension  of  Eagle  Mountain  Road  were  considered.  Direct  impacts  were 
quantified  (e.g.,  amount  of  habitat  lost  to  road  widening);  however,  indirect  impacts  (e.g., 
number  of  tortoises  hit  by  trucks)  cannot  be  quantified  at  this  time.  These  indirect  impacts 
are  discussed  at  length  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Section  IV.G.),  as  well  as  mitigation 
measures  to  reduce  these  potential  impacts.  Also  refer  to  Response  0097-29  below. 

2.  Mitigation  measures  are  amplified  in  the  Biological  Assessment  prepared  for  the  Section 
7 consultation  required  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (Appendix  N of  the  final 
EIS/EIR).  A phased  mitigation  program,  tied  closely  to  a monitoring  program,  is 
proposed  for  many  of  the  species  requiring  mitigation.  Monitoring  will  document  the 
success  of  a particular  mitigation  program.  Should  data  indicate  that  this  program  is 
unsuccessful,  more  elaborate  measures  will  be  instituted.  Mitigation  programs  for  the 
desert  tortoise,  for  example,  are  still  relatively  new,  and  determining  their  long-term 
likelihood  of  success  is  extremely  difficult.  In  addition,  NEPA  does  not  require  that  an 
EIS  always  contain  a detailed  explanation  of  specific  mitigation  measures  or  a fully 
developed  mitigation  plan. 
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3.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (Section  IV.H.)  discusses  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  on  nearby 
communities,  including  the  issues  of  growth  inducement,  socioeconomics,  and  utilities 
and  services.  The  increased  population,  employment,  and  income  resulting  from  the 
operation  of  the  proposed  facilities  would  be  considered  a socioeconomic  benefit  to  the 
surrounding  communities,  and  the  long-term  operation  of  the  landfill  would  lend  stability 
to  communities  and  sustain  community  services.  Cumulative  and  secondary  impacts  to 
all  issues  addressed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  including  growth-inducing  and  socioeconomic 
effects,  utilities  and  services,  and  biology,  are  addressed  on  pages  593-597  of  the  draft 
EIS/EER.  Also  refer  to  Response  0097-36  below. 

4.  It  is  not  believed  that  the  habitats  surrounding  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  site 
are  “too  fragile”  to  permit  such  use,  given  proper  mitigation  measures.  The  entire  site, 
including  the  rail  line,  was  in  constant  operation  for  many  years  when  the  mine  was 
active.  Obviously,  these  operations  did  not  preclude  the  coexistence  of  sensitive  wildlife 
and  plant  species  in  the  area,  and  that  was  without  significant  mitigation  measures  to 
reduce  impacts. 

5.  The  ACECs  bisected  by  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  were  established  while  the  Eagle 
Mountain  rail  line  was  still  active  (CDCA  Plan,  pages  123-128  [1980]).  The  maximum 
number  of  train  trips  per  day  along  this  line  for  the  proposed  landfill  would  not  exceed 
those  occurring  when  the  Eagle  Mountain  Mine  was  active  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  152). 
Given  the  mitigation  measures  outlined  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Section  IV.G.),  no  signif- 
icant impacts  from  reactivating  the  rail  line  are  expected. 

6.  Please  refer  to  Response  0026-78  for  impacts  to  recreation,  0059-6  for  noise  impacts, 
0001-83  for  air  quality  impacts,  and  0097-7  for  impacts  to  wildlife  for  a discussion  of 
project  operations  on  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument. 

7.  The  only  impacts  to  wildlife  in  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  involve  a possible 
increase  in  the  raven  population  at  the  landfill  site.  If  there  is  a significant  increase  in 
raven  population,  this  could  impact  tortoises  as  well  as  other  potential  prey  species  in  the 
monument.  Both  passive  and  active  raven  control  programs  will  mitigate  this  potential 
impact  to  nonsignificance  (see  pages  450-451  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 

8.  All  potentially  significant  impacts  to  natural  resources  from  project  implementation  were 
considered.  The  BLM,  USFWS,  and  CDFG  have  not  recommended  studies  in  addition 
to  those  proposed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  proposed  studies  will  be  completed  either 
prior  to  project  commencement  or  as  ongoing  mitigation  monitoring  during  project 
start-up  and  operation  to  assess  the  level  of  mitigation  measures.  The  effectiveness  of 
certain  mitigation  measures  cannot  be  determined  before  the  project  construction  and 
operation  have  begun. 
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9.  No  significant  impacts  are  anticipated  to  the  Yuma  clapper  rail  from  project  implementa- 
tion (see  Response  0097-38  below).  Impacts  to  the  desert  pupfish  could  be  significant, 
but  will  be  reduced  below  a level  of  significance  by  mitigation  measures  (draft  EIS/EER, 
pages  458-459).  Impacts  to  the  desert  tortoise  would  be  significant  but  will  be  reduced 
to  a level  below  significance  with  the  implementation  of  the  mitigation  measures 
recommended  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  449-451).  Since  no  significant  impacts  are 
anticipated,  conservation  of  the  desert  tortoise  is  not  threatened.  Conservation  of  the 
tortoise  will  be  furthered  when  a habitat  conservation  plan  is  developed  for  the  western 
Mojave  Desert  tortoise  population.  The  BLM  is  currently  working  on  that  HCP.  The 
BLM  is  also  working  with  the  USFWS  and  CDFG  in  requiring  appropriate  mitigation 
measures  for  all  projects  in  California  deserts  which  have  the  potential  to  impact  desert 
tortoises.  The  Endangered  Species  Act  affords  no  legal  protection  to  candidate  species 
until  they  are  listed,  or  proposed  to  be  listed,  under  the  act.  The  BLM  does  give  sensitive 
species  special  treatment,  but  does  not  treat  those  species  as  listed  for  planning  purposes 
(CDCA  Plan  1980:30). 

10.  Mitigation  measures  for  all  federal  candidate  species  that  would  experience  significant 
impacts  are  proposed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  462).  It  is  believed  that  these  measures 
will  reduce  impacts  to  below  a level  of  significance.  Such  candidate  species  are  not 
protected  under  the  ESA. 

11.  As  discussed  in  Section  IV.G.2  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  project  implementation  would  cause 
significant  impacts  to  Nelson’ s bighorn  sheep  by  eliminating  four  artificial  water  sources. 
However,  these  impacts  would  be  mitigated  through  the  telemetry  monitoring  program, 
and  creation  of  four  new  permanent  water  sources  located  in  less  disturbed  habitat  (draft 
EIS/EIR,  pages  454-4576;  Appendix  F,  pages  84-85). 

12.  The  proposed  project  does  have  the  potential  to  significantly  impact  the  desert  tortoise 
through  various  human  disturbances.  These  have  been  discussed  in  detail  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  (pages  446-449).  Most  human-related  impacts  would  be  associated  with  the 
landfill  site  and  the  town  of  Eagle  Mountain.  Natural  habitat  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
of  these  locations  is  of  poor  quality  for  the  desert  tortoise,  and  very  little  tortoise  sign  has 
been  found  in  these  areas. 

13.  The  potential  impacts  listed  in  this  comment  have  been  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
(Section  IV.G.l;  pages  446-449,  585,  and  593). 

14.  This  response  acknowledges  that  there  is  some  potential  for  ravens  to  be  attracted  to  the 
Eagle  Mountain  townsite.  Impacts  from  the  townsite  were  discussed  in  the  cumulative 
impacts  section  of  the  draft  EIR/EIS  (page  593)  and  will  also  be  dealt  with  in  the  EIR 
planned  for  the  townsite.  An  extensive  effort  will  be  made  by  the  landfill  operators  to 
control  windblown  trash  by  fencing  the  active  portion  of  the  landfill  to  catch  trash  (see 
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pages  515  and  5 16  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  Response  0026-9).  Also,  a response  plan  to 
deal  with  accidental  refuse  spills  will  be  prepared  and  the  proper  equipment  necessary 
for  cleanup  will  be  in  place  (draft  EIS/EIR,  pp.  514-516).  Finally,  the  raven  control  plan 
discussed  on  pp.  450-451  will  address  this  impact. 

15.  As  identified  on  page  235  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  several  old  tortoise  signs  were  found 
along  the  railroad  right-of-way  near  the  townsite.  However,  the  surrounding  habitat  was 
very  poor  tortoise  habitat,  with  very  rocky  soils  and  extensive  areas  of  desert  pavement. 
On  October  8 and  9,  1991,  RECON  conducted  additional  tortoise  surveys  in  the  areas 
near  the  townsite  and  adjacent  to  Eagle  Mountain  Road  for  the  road  realignment.  No 
additional  evidence  of  tortoise  activity  was  found  near  the  town.  In  addition,  this  issue 
was  discussed  in  the  cumulative  impact  section  on  page  593. 

16.  Adequate  data  do  not  exist  on  the  distance  ravens  will  travel  to  forage,  thus  evaluation  of 
this  impact  is  speculative  at  this  point  in  time.  The  Chuckwalla  Bench  ACEC  is  15-20 
miles  south  of  the  landfill  site.  BLM  plans  on  conducting  field  research  during  the 
coming  year  (1992)  to  study  this  issue. 

17.  The  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  raven  populations  are  believed  to  be  adequate  (page 
450-451  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  There  are  a number  of  unknowns  as  to  how  ravens  will 
respond  to  the  presence  of  the  proposed  landfill.  Therefore,  a monitoring  and  phased 
mitigation  program  has  been  proposed  (see  Section  ILC.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR).  There- 
fore, mitigation  programs  are  still  being  designed  and  tested  to  adequately  mitigate 
impacts  to  this  species.  The  mitigation  programs  associated  with  the  landfill  will  be 
useful  in  testing  alternative  mitigations  and  determining  which  are  most  effective.  The 
proposed  active  raven  control  program  has  been  demonstrated  to  be  effective  in  signifi- 
cantly reducing  raven  populations.  Although  the  BLM’s  test  control  program  (1989) 
was  prematurely  halted,  it  did  show  that  raven  populations  could  be  significantly  reduced 
through  a poisoning  program.  The  commenter  is  correct,  however,  in  that  if  the  active 
control  program,  which  is  a final  measure,  cannot  be  implemented  (if  it  is  needed)  due 
to  legal  constraints,  impacts  to  the  desert  tortoise  might  be  significant.  It  is  hoped  that  a 
raven  control  program  acceptable  to  the  USFWS,  BLM,  CDFG,  Raven  Technical  Review 
Team,  and  the  U.S.  Humane  Society  can  be  agreed  upon  in  the  near  future.  It  is  not  likely 
that  any  active  raven  control  would  be  needed  for  several  years,  if  at  all.  It  is  within  the 
power  of  the  USFWS  to  halt  a project  that  is  engaged  in  unauthorized  “take”  of  an 
endangered  or  threatened  species. 

As  noted  on  page  45 1 of  the  Draft  EIR/EIS,  all  raven  control  programs  will  be  undertaken 
in  conjunction  with  the  Raven  Management  Plan  for  the  California  Desert  Conservation 
Area  (BLM  1990).  Additional  information  which  amplifies  the  effectiveness  of  the  raven 
control  measures  can  be  found  in  the  Draft  Raven  Management  Plan  (pages  29-34  and 
page  46)  and  in  the  related  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  management 
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of  the  common  raven  (BLM  April  1990,  at  pp.  7-17).  Copies  of  these  documents  are 
available  at  the  BLM’s  Desert  District  office,  6221  Box  Springs  Boulevard,  Riverside, 
California. 

18.  The  most  effective  method  for  controlling  ravens  would  occur  at  the  landfill  site  where 
the  ravens  would  be  most  concentrated  and  thus  most  readily  exposed  to  control  agents. 

1 9.  With  the  implementation  of  the  proposed  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program  (see 
Appendix  K of  the  draft  E1S/EIR  and  Section  II.C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR),  it  is  not  believed 
that  reactivation  of  the  railroad  will  increase  pressure  on  the  local  tortoise  population. 

20.  Additional  quantitative  tortoise  surveys  were  conducted  in  the  vicinity  of  the  rail  line,  but 
outside  of  the  right-of-way,  by  RECON  on  October  8 and  9,  1991,  to  amplify  existing 
data  (see  Biological  Assessment,  Appendix  N of  the  final  EIS/EIR).  Even  if  an  accurate 
tortoise  population  density  were  known,  the  number  of  tortoises  that  might  be  killed  by 
train  collision  could  not  be  estimated  accurately.  One  new  mitigation  measure  is  to  have 
a biologist  precede  each  train  and  remove  any  tortoises  found  on  the  tracks  and  place 
them  in  appropriate  habitat  immediately  adjacent  to  the  rail  line.  Ballast  (i.e.,  regravel) 
would  also  be  placed  between  the  tracks  periodically  to  allow  tortoises  trapped  between 
rails  to  escape.  By  monitoring  the  areas  where  tortoises  are  most  active  in  crossing  the 
rail  line,  the  locations  where  a barrier  culvert  would  be  necessary  can  be  identified. 

21.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  recognizes  that  reactivation  of  the  railroad  could  exacerbate  the 
existing  habitat  fragmentation.  A barrier-culvert  system  along  the  railroad  to  eliminate 
tortoise  mortality,  especially  where  the  railroad  crosses  a relatively  narrow  peninsula  of 
higher  density  tortoise  populations  in  the  Chuckwalla  Bench  ACEC,  could  potentially 
further  fragment  existing  populations  of  the  tortoise.  It  is  believed  that  the  culverts  would 
provide  enough  interchange  of  individual  tortoises  to  maintain  genetic  flow  and  popula- 
tion viability.  Very  few  tortoises  have  to  cross  the  rail  line  in  any  given  year  to  maintain 
genetic  flow. 

The  only  way  to  avoid  crossing  the  high  density  tortoise  habitat  in  the  Chuckwalla  Bench 
would  be  to  consider  other  rail  routes  or  the  elimination  of  rail  haul  entirely.  Such 
alternatives  present  other  environmental  problems.  Three  alternatives  would  be  to 
relocate  the  railroad  to  cross  the  Orocopia  Mountains,  to  construct  a new  rail  line  from 
the  Southern  Pacific  main  line  in  Indio  along  the  I- 10  corridor  to  the  existing  Kaiser 
Railroad,  or  to  eliminate  the  rail  haul  element  of  the  proposed  project  entirely.  First,  the 
Orocopia  Mountains  represent  relatively  undisturbed  bighorn  sheep  habitat  important  to 
metapopulation  movement  corridors.  Second,  the  1-10  corridor  passes  through  lower 
density  tortoise  habitat;  however,  the  required  distance  of  disturbance  for  a new  rail  spur 
would  be  twice  as  long  as  for  the  existing  rail  line.  And  finally,  eliminating  rail  traffic 
entirely  would  require  the  increase  of  truck  traffic  from  100  trucks  per  day  to  1 ,000  trucks 
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per  day.  The  increased  truck  traffic  would  increase  emissions  of  fine  particulate  matter 
(PM  10)  which  would  be  counter  to  specific  efforts  within  the  Coachella  Valley  to  reduce 
PM  10.  In  addition,  all  of  the  alternatives  would  require  new  disturbance  as  compared  to 
the  existing  rail  line. 

22.  Research  conducted  by  Margaret  Fusari  (1982,  Feasibility  of  a Highway  Crossing  System 
for  Desert  Tortoises,  Final  Report  No.  FHWA/CA/TP-81/1,  submitted  to  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Transportation)  indicated  that  tortoises  will  use  culverts.  This  report  can 
be  reviewed  at  Division  of  Transportation  Planning,  California  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, Sacramento,  CA  95814. 

23.  Noise  measurements  were  taken  50  feet  from  the  rail  line  (Appendix  F,  page  75)  and  at 
a height  of  4 to  6 feet  above  the  ground.  No  ground  measurements  were  taken.  A detailed 
discussion  of  noise  impacts  to  the  tortoise  is  found  in  Appendix  F,  pp.  74-78  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR. 

24.  Data  presented  in  Appendix  F,  pages  77-78  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  show  that  the  number 
of  deteriorated  or  collapsed  tortoise  burrows  within  the  berm  of  an  active  rail  line  did  not 
differ  significantly  from  the  number  found  a quarter  mile  away,  where  there  is  no  impact 
from  vibration.  None  of  the  collapsed  burrows  along  the  rail  berm  showed  any  signs  of 
recent  tortoise  activity.  The  data  strongly  suggest  that  the  collapse  of  occupied  burrows 
due  to  ground  vibration  is  not  occurring  frequently,  if  at  all. 

25.  See  Appendix  F,  pages  74-78,  for  a discussion  of  impacts  of  noise  and  vibration  on  the 
tortoise.  Circumstantial  evidence  would  support  the  idea  that  train  noise  and  vibration 
are  not  causing  significant  impacts  to  the  desert  tortoise.  The  locations  where  data  were 
collected  on  train-tortoise  interactions  have  had  heavy  rail  use  for  many  years,  yet 
tortoises  are  still  making  use  of  the  rail  berms.  One  would  expect  that  if  the  effects  of 
train  noise  were  detrimental  to  the  tortoise,  it  would  reveal  itself  in  a decrease  in  tortoise 
activity  along  the  rail  line.  In  actuality,  the  reverse  situation  has  occurred.  Rail  berms 
apparently  attract  the  desert  tortoise,  probably  due  to  good  burrowing  conditions. 

26.  As  stated  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  452),  the  Rail  Access  Only  alternative  would  reduce 
the  direct  loss  of  150  acres  of  tortoise  habitat  because  the  expansion  of  Eagle  Mountain 
Road  would  not  be  necessary. 

27.  This  comment  is  in  error.  On  pages  448  and  449  the  draft  EIS/EIR  states,  “Such  road 
kills  are  likely  to  reduce  tortoise  densities  for  a distance  of  one-quarter  to  one-half  mile 
on  both  sides  of  the  road,  unless  effective  barriers  are  placed  along  the  road  in  all  areas 
where  tortoises  occur.”  The  150  acres  referred  to  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  represents  direct 
impacts  (i.e.,  loss  of  habitat). 
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28.  All  of  the  potential  impacts  listed  in  this  comment  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
(page  449  and  Appendix  F,  pp.  80-81).  Mitigation  for  these  impacts  include  a fencing 
and  culvert  system  along  Eagle  Mountain  Road,  raven  monitoring  and  control,  truck 
speed  limit,  driver  tortoise  education,  and  the  regular  sweeping  of  the  road  for  any  road 
kills.  Recent  changes  in  the  proposed  project  will  reduce  truck  traffic  from  200  to  100 
round  trips  per  day.  This  scenario  would  reduce  potential  long-term  impacts  to  the 
tortoise.  See  Section  II.B.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a discussion  of  the  reduction  in  truck 
traffic. 

29.  While  there  is  evidence  to  support  the  effects  of  the  roadway  on  reducing  tortoise  densities 
one-quarter  to  one-half  mile  from  the  right-of-way,  and  this  was  discussed  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR,  pages  448-449,  there  is  no  evidence  that  a similar  effect  would  be  associated 
with  an  active  rail  line.  In  fact,  data  presented  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  page  449  and 
Appendix  F,  page  77,  suggest  the  opposite. 

30.  The  proposed  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program  (Section  II.C.  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR)  will  examine  the  effectiveness  of  each  mitigation  program  and  modifications 
to  improve  effectiveness  will  be  made  where  necessary.  The  USFWS,  BLM,  and  CDFG 
will  be  heavily  involved  in  analyzing  the  monitoring  data  and  in  recommending  required 
changes.  Mitigation  measures  have  been  proposed  because  it  is  believed  that  then- 
probability  of  success  is  high.  The  effectiveness  of  the  Raven  Control  Program  is 
discussed  in  more  detail  in  Response  0097-17  above.  The  other  measures  proposed  to 
mitigate  tortoise  impacts  are  similar  or  identical  to  numerous  other  projects  approved  in 
the  Mojave  Desert  to  mitigate  tortoise  impacts.  In  addition,  neither  CEQA  nor  NEPA 
require  an  EIS/EIR’s  mitigation  measures  to  include  the  level  of  detail  requested  by  the 
commenter.  The  updated  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program  is  located  in  Sec- 
tion H.C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

31.  Eagle  Mountain  Road  will  be  a private  road,  primarily  restricted  to  truck  traffic.  How- 
ever, as  now  proposed,  the  road  will  not  be  gated,  but  only  posted  as  a private  road.  The 
area  adjacent  to  Eagle  Mountain  Road  has  already  been  disturbed  with  off-road  traffic, 
although  much  of  it  may  be  the  result  of  military  training  in  the  1940s.  Most  access  to 
the  town  of  Eagle  Mountain  is  by  way  of  Kaiser  Road.  The  southern  portion  of  the  Eagle 
Mountain  Road  already  exists  and  a portion  of  the  northern  part  exists  as  a dirt  access 
road  (Draft  EIS/EIR,  page  25).  Thus,  the  additional  access  concern  only  applies  to  the 
most  northern  portion  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  Road. 

32.  This  comment  is  confusing  the  “offered  lands”  with  the  37 5 acres  proposed  for  mitigation. 
The  375  acres  of  tortoise  habitat  to  be  purchased  by  MRC  (page  450  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR) 
as  compensation  for  loss  of  habitat  through  construction  of  Eagle  Mountain  Road  and 
rail  spur,  is  in  addition  to  the  offered  lands  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  15). 
While  the  BLM  would  choose  the  offered  lands  along  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  in 
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part  for  their  natural  resource  values,  they  would  represent  a part  of  a real  estate  exchange 
between  Kaiser  Steel  and  BLM.  Kaiser  would  receive  BLM  lands  adjacent  to  the  landfill 
site  in  exchange  for  the  offered  lands.  The  offered  lands  are  not  considered  part  of  any 
mitigation  plan.  The  375-acre  tortoise  mitigation  parcel(s)  have  not  yet  been  selected  by 
the  BLM  for  purchase  by  MRC. 

33.  The  land  referred  to  in  this  comment  (shown  on  Draft  EIS/EIR,  Figures  5- 10)  is  the  offered 
lands  to  be  transferred  to  BLM  ownership  (see  page  15  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  These 
lands  are  different  from  the  lands  involved  in  the  mitigation  plan.  See  Response  0097-32 
above.  The  lands  to  be  selected  by  the  BLM  for  habitat  compensation  will  be  selected 
to  maximize  benefits  to  the  tortoise  population. 

34.  As  stated  on  page  450  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  375  acres  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  to  be 
purchased  for  compensation  will  be  selected  by  the  BLM  for  their  high  value  for  tortoise 
preservation. 

35.  It  appears  that  this  comment  is  confusing  the  offered  lands  with  the  375  acres  of  tortoise 
habitat  to  be  purchased  by  MRC  as  compensation  for  the  loss  of  habitat  due  to  road  and 
railroad  improvements.  See  Response  0097-32  above  for  clarification.  BLM  will 
manage  these  tortoise  lands  for  the  benefit  of  the  tortoise  as  it  is  required  to  do  under  the 
federal  Endangered  Species  Act  and  the  CDCA  Plan  (1980)  at  pp.  30-36.  Any  BLM 
decisions  concerning  multiple  use  will  be  made,  in  desert  tortoise  habitat  areas,  with  the 
desert  tortoise  protection  requirements  in  mind. 

36.  While  an  increase  in  human  activity  would  be  anticipated  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  townsite, 
most  activity  would  likely  occur  in  nearby  habitat  where  there  are  no  tortoises  or  where 
tortoise  densities  are  low.  The  Chuckwalla  Bench  is  15  to  20  miles  south  of  the  townsite 
and  is  not  likely  to  receive  a significant  increase  in  human  activity,  as  a result  of  this 
project. 

37.  The  potential  impact  to  desert  pupfish  during  construction  or  maintenance  activities  of 
the  railroad  are  noted  on  page  79  of  Appendix  F of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Measures  to  avoid 
these  impacts  have  been  developed  and  include  the  review  of  construction  and  mainte- 
nance plans  by  a qualified  biologist,  sensitive  placement  of  storage  and  staging  areas, 
restricting  construction  activities  during  the  fall,  and  the  retention  of  an  on-site  qualified 
biologist  to  monitor  construction  activities.  These  measures  are  contained  in  the  Miti- 
gation Reporting/Monitoring  Program  (Section  El.C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR).  NEPA  and 
CEQA  do  not  require  that  a complete  mitigation  plan  be  actually  formulated  and  included 
in  the  draft  EIR/EIS.  The  biological  assessment  forwarded  to  the  USFWS  and  attached 
to  the  final  EIS/EIR  elaborates  the  discussion  of  desert  pupfish  mitigation  found  on  pages 
458-459  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
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38.  While  the  Yuma  clapper  rail  has  been  documented  to  occur  within  one  mile  of  the  train 
trestle,  its  known  locations  are  upstream  from  the  trestle.  Any  water  contamination  from 
maintenance  work  or  a rail  accident  would  flow  downstream  and  away  from  rail  habitat. 
The  locations  of  these  birds  relative  to  the  trestle,  based  upon  surveys  in  1977  and  1988, 
suggest  that  they  are  fairly  constant.  The  1977  survey  would  have  occurred  when  the 
rail  line  was  being  actively  used  by  Kaiser  Steel  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  152). 

39.  It  is  estimated  that  the  adit  would  need  to  be  extended  by  approximately  250  feet. 
Considering  that  the  bat’s  winter  roost  is  1300  meters  into  the  mine  shaft,  a 250-foot  adit 
extension  is  not  likely  to  significantly  alter  the  temperature  and  humidity  at  the  roost  site. 
Until  listed,  or  formally  proposed  for  listing,  candidate  species  receive  no  protection 
under  the  federal  Endangered  Species  Act.  Therefore,  the  draft  EIR/EIS  was  not  required 
to  discuss  candidate  species  such  as  the  California  leaf-nosed  bat  in  an  ESA  review, 
rather,  it  was  only  required  to  discuss  the  bat  for  purposes  of  the  project’s  wildlife  impacts 
under  NEPA  and  CEQA.  The  bat  was  discussed  in  the  draft  EIR/EIS  as  required  by  those 
two  statutes. 

40.  While  the  container  handling  facilities  may  be  active  at  night,  the  disposal  of  refuse  in 
the  landfill  will  only  be  conducted  during  daylight  hours  (draft  EIS/EIR,  pages  5 1 and 
462).  The  adit  is  not  located  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  handling  facilities,  rail  line, 
or  Eagle  Mountain  Road  (one  to  three  miles).  With  a winter  roost  1300  meters  inside 
the  mine  shaft,  it  would  seem  unlikely  that  daytime  noise  or  vibration  would  pose  a 
significant  disturbance.  The  bat  population  will  be  monitored  as  long  as  they  occupy  the 
adit.  It  is  estimated  that  it  will  take  35  years  before  landfill  operations  require  the 
placement  of  an  adit  extension. 

41.  See  Response  0097-40.  As  an  additional  mitigation  measure  the  adit  will  be  gated  so  that 
unauthorized  human  entrance  is  barred,  but  the  gate  will  be  constructed  so  that  bats  are 
unrestricted  in  their  movements. 

42.  It  may  be  necessary  to  use  different  material  than  concrete  piping  to  ensure  the  structural 
integrity  of  the  adit  extension.  Design  and  materials  used  will  be  selected  based  upon 
their  adequacy  to  withstand  landfill  conditions.  Dr.  Brown  recommends  that  the  adit  be 
extended  to  prevent  the  landfill  from  covering  the  adit  (second  survey,  draft  EIS/EIR, 
Appendix  F,  Attachment  1,  page  4).  This  adit  extension  proposal  was  adopted  as  the 
proposed  mitigation  measure  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  462). 

43.  Dr.  Brown’s  second  survey  is  included  in  Appendix  F of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  Attachment  1. 

44.  Townsend’s  big-eared  bat  was  not  found  on-site  during  the  spring  or  winter  bat  surveys. 
While  evidence  of  an  old  maternity  roost  was  found  in  the  adit,  no  recent  evidence  exists 
that  this  bat  continues  to  use  the  property.  It  may  use  one  or  more  of  the  abandoned  mine 
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shafts  that  surround  the  Eagle  Mountain  Mine  property.  Bats  will  continue  to  be 
monitored  during  project  development. 

45.  The  original  statement  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  was  based  upon  a misquote  from  Dr.  Brown’s 
1980  report.  This  response  acknowledges  that  the  sentence  stating  that  there  are  no 
known  maternity  roosts  should  be  deleted. 

46.  Dr.  Brown’s  December  1990  bat  survey  did  make  an  effort  to  search  for  Townsend’s 
big-eared  bat,  but  found  no  additional  evidence  that  this  species  was  using  the  Eagle 
Mountain  Mine  property  (Appendix  F of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  Attachment  1). 

47.  It  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  project  to  assess  the  entire  off-site  populations  of  Alverson’s 
foxtail  cactus;  therefore,  the  report  must  rely  on  existing  information  on  the  distribution 
of  the  species.  Of  the  13  sites  documented  in  the  California  Natural  Diversity  Data  Base, 
only  two  sites  occur  on  private  lands  while  the  rest  occur  on  federal  lands.  This  offers 
at  least  some  reassurance  that  the  majority  of  the  distribution  of  this  species  in  California 
has  some  protection  from  land  development.  The  population  at  the  Eagle  Mountains  will 
not  be  completely  lost,  an  attempt  will  be  made  to  salvage  individual  cacti  in  the  impact 
areas  and  a reestablishment  program  will  be  implemented;  the  loss  is,  therefore,  not 
expected  to  adversely  affect  the  continued  existence  of  the  species  (draft  EIS/EIR,  pages 
464-466).  In  addition,  Category  2 candidate  species  are  not  protected  under  the  U.S. 
Endangered  Species  Act.  The  review  necessary  under  NEPA  and  CEQA  has  occurred 
as  discussed  above.  The  in-depth  analysis  of  all  individuals  of  the  subject  population 
will  occur  as  part  of  an  Endangered  Species  Act  proposed  listing  evaluation,  by  the 
USFWS,  if  and  when  the  USFWS  proposes  to  list  this  species. 

48.  Page  38  of  Appendix  F states  that  only  a few  individuals  of  foxtail  cactus  were  found 
along  the  railway  and  that  no  significant  concentrations  of  this  cacti  were  observed  within 
the  survey  corridor.  The  158.3  impacted  acres  shown  in  the  impact  table  of  the  report 
(page  447)  refers  to  the  sum  of  125  acres  at  Eagle  Creek  Wash,  7.6  acres  in  Planning 
Area  4,  and  25.7  acres  due  to  the  construction  of  the  rail  spur,  road  extension,  and 
improvements  to  Eagle  Mountain  Road  outside  of  Planning  Area  4 (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  464). 

49.  The  157-acre  site  east  of  the  townsite  (Planning  Area  6e)  was  chosen  because  it  currently 
supports  a major  population  of  foxtail  cactus.  Additional  cactus  populations  will  be 
preserved  in  other  portions  of  Planning  Area  6.  Five  areas,  including  the  site  west  of  the 
townsite,  were  chosen  as  test  sites  for  transplantation  because  of  existing  populations  of 
foxtail  cactus,  suitable  soils,  and  drainage.  These  areas  are  listed  on  page  465  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  After  the  trial  period  is  complete,  the  location(s)  having  the  greatest  survivor- 
ship will  become  the  site(s)  for  the  completion  of  the  transplantation  program.  Please 
refer  to  Response  0034-4. 
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50.  It  is  true  that  transplantation  programs  are  used  only  when  other  mitigation  measures  are 
not  available.  After  many  discussions  with  various  biologists  at  BLM  and  other  agencies, 
it  was  decided  that  transplanting  the  cactus  was  the  only  reasonable  option  in  this  case. 
The  absence  of  a species  from  adjacent  areas  within  its  range  does  not  necessarily  mean 
it  cannot  grow  there,  but  may  be  related  to  many  other  factors  such  as  poor  dispersal 
mechanisms.  The  percentage  of  cactus  to  be  used  in  the  trials  was  stated  on  page  465  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

51.  Once  planted  it  should  not  take  more  than  two  years  to  assess  survivorship  of  the 
transplants.  However,  it  is  true  that  the  long-term  success  of  the  restoration  effort  will 
take  many  years  to  assess. 

DOCUMENT  0098  Letter  from  Joan  M.  Smith,  September  22, 1991 

1 . The  truck  traffic  using  I- 1 0 will  be  direct  hauling  for  an  average  of  75  miles  to  the  landfill 
site  at  Eagle  Mountain.  Only  on  a rare  occasion  would  such  a hauler  be  likely  to  stop  at 
the  truck  stop  at  the  intersection  of  Ramon  Road  and  I- 10,  particularly  at  the  same  time. 

2.  Noise  measurements  were  taken  for  land  uses  within  100  feet  of  the  corridor  of  the 
Southern  Pacific  rail  line,  including  the  Coachella  Valley.  It  was  determined  that  the 
addition  of  the  project-generated  train  traffic  to  the  existing  train  traffic  would  slightly 
increase  (+0.7  dB)  noise  levels  along  the  rail  corridor.  This  increase  that  would  be 
experienced  by  residential  areas  100  feet  from  the  Southern  Pacific  rail  line  is  not 
considered  significant  because  it  is  not  discernible  by  humans.  It  should  be  noted  that 
existing  noise  levels  within  100  feet  of  the  rail  line  corridor  are  74  CNEL,  which  exceeds 
acceptable  noise  levels  for  residential  uses.  Also,  see  Response  0001-103. 

3.  The  risks  associated  with  derailments  and  truck  accidents  are  discussed  on  pages  351-352 
of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  For  a condition  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  and  the  proposed 
improvements,  please  refer  to  Response  0017-6.  MRC  will  arrange  scheduling  of  refuse 
unit  trains  with  Southern  Pacific  on  a contractual  basis  to  prevent  any  delays  in  scheduling 
and  to  prevent  conflicts  between  ongoing  rail  operations  and  trains  being  utilized  for  the 
landfill  project  (pp.  50  and  357).  For  a discussion  of  risks  and  response  procedures  to 
rail  and  truck  accidents,  please  refer  to  Responses  0017-9  and  0026-3.  In  the  event  of 
an  accident  or  derailment,  Southern  Pacific  will  ultimately  be  responsible  for  any 
clean-up  costs. 

4.  Ongoing  recycling  programs  are  discussed  on  pages  4 and  106  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
AB  939  is  a mandatory  recycling  program  requiring  municipalities  to  reduce  their  waste 
25  percent  by  1995  and  50  percent  by  2000.  Obtaining  these  goals,  however,  would  not 
eliminate  the  need  for  the  proposed  project.  At  this  time  there  is  no  known  technology 
for  disposing  of  solid  waste  in  the  oceans  in  an  environmentally  safe  manner.  The 
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alternative  rail  routes  suggested  in  this  comment  would  have  greater  air  quality  and 
energy  consumption  impacts  due  to  the  greater  distances  involved.  Thirty-five  miles  of  new 
railroad  track  is  considered  infeasible. 

DOCUMENT  0099  Letter  from  Joyce  Jones,  September  20, 1991 

1 . As  discussed  on  pages  335-338  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  problems  associated  with  landfill 
gas  migration  and  with  the  explosive  potential  of  the  gas  would  be  effectively  controlled 
by  the  installation  of  an  LFG  control  system.  As  stipulated  in  Rule  1 150.1  of  the  South 
Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District,  the  LFG  control  system  must  be  approved  by 
the  SCAQMD  Executive  Officer,  and  it  must  be  installed  and  operated  in  such  a way  as 
to  prevent  excessive  concentrations  of  methane  at  any  point  on  the  surface  of  the  landfill. 
The  lower  explosive  limit  (LEL)  is  5 percent  by  volume.  As  stated  in  the  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations,  Title  40,  Part  257.3-8,  the  concentration  of  methane  gas  at  the  property 
boundary  cannot  exceed  the  LEL.  Furthermore,  permanent  subsurface  LFG  monitoring 
wells  or  detectors  will  be  placed  near  structures  in  the  vicinity  of  the  landfill  site.  Design 
specifications  and  other  details  pertaining  to  the  LFG  monitoring  system  would  be  subject 
to  approval  by  the  County  Department  of  Health  as  part  of  the  solid  waste  facilities  permit. 
For  further  discussion  of  this  issue,  please  see  Response  0001-46,  51,  and  52. 

2.  See  Responses  0001-45  and  46. 

3.  Landfilling  operations  in  the  East  Pit  would  occur  in  sequences  which  would  assure  that 
the  most  potentially  minable  iron  resources  are  impacted  last,  which  would  protect  access 
to  mineral  resources  for  approximately  85  years  (see  Section  IV.I.3  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 
Since  it  is  not  economically  feasible  to  recover  mineral  resources  at  the  current  time  and 
since  future  market  conditions  are  not  predictable,  it  is  not  known  at  this  time  whether 
the  prime  mineral  deposits  in  the  East  Pit  will  be  mined.  Prior  to  any  mining  operations, 
a CEQA  document  assessing  the  impacts  of  mining,  including  blasting  activities,  would 
have  to  be  certified  by  Riverside  County. 

4.  The  commenter  does  not  provide  a basis  for  such  a conclusion.  Project  compliance  with 
federal  and  local  air  quality  regulations  is  discussed  in  Appendix  E,  pp.  97-105.  The  air 
quality  permits  issued  under  the  SCAQMD’ s New  Source  Review  program  will  ensure 
that  the  project  is  in  compliance  with  these  federal  and  local  air  quality  regulations. 

5.  Please  see  Responses  0001-8,  10  through  15,  25,  33,  35,  and  36  and  0002-4  through  7, 
13a,  and  13b. 

6.  Please  see  Responses  0001-8,  10  through  15,  25,  33,  35,  and  36  and  0002-4  through  7, 
13a,  and  13b. 
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7.  Funding  of  the  County  of  Riverside  oversight  requirements  to  ensure  compliance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  permits  is  to  be  negotiated  with  the  Local  Enforcement  Agency, 
which  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  is  the  Riverside  County  Department  of  Health. 

8.  The  project  will  have  no  direct  impact  on  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  with  respect 
to  its  recreation  values,  uses,  or  opportunities  for  camping,  hiking,  backpacking,  photog- 
raphy, wilderness  use,  or  nature  study.  It  is  possible  that  the  proposed  landfill  will  attract 
ravens.  Some  of  these  could  possibly  impact  the  desert  tortoise  in  Joshua  Tree  National 
Monument,  as  well  as  other  potential  prey  species.  A raven  monitoring  and  control 
program  is  proposed  to  mitigate  this  potential  impact  (Appendix  F,  pages  70-71).  See 
Section  II.C.  (Biology)  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a list  of  the  mitigation  measures  proposed 
to  control  ravens.  Measures  to  control  windblown  debris  associated  with  landfill 
operations  are  addressed  in  Section  IV.J.4  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  See  Response  0026-9. 

9.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  475-476)  states  that  the  proposed  project  would  have  a positive 
effect  on  the  local  economy.  The  increase  in  population  to  nearby  communities  would 
help  sustain  and  likely  increase  the  existing  business  income  levels  and  commercial/busi- 
ness opportunities  would  be  created.  It  is  believed  that  the  increased  population  would 
have  a positive  influence  on  real  estate  and  property  values  in  the  surrounding  areas. 

10.  The  Proposed  Action  with  Rail  Access  Only  alternative  is  described  on  page  75  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR.  This  alternative  would  eliminate  all  truck  traffic,  thereby  eliminating  any 
additional  truck  impacts  to  surface  streets,  including  I- 10.  It  should  be  noted  that  since 
the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  proposed  project  has  been  revised  to  reduce  the 
number  of  truck  trips  from  200  to  100  round  trips  per  day.  See  Section  II.B.2  of  the  final 
EIS/EIR  for  a discussion  of  the  reduction  in  truck  traffic. 

11.  A discussion  of  measures  to  reduce  solid  waste  in  the  waste  stream  is  provided  on  pages 
105-107  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Upon  achievement  of  the  mandatory  recycling  goals, 
however,  the  need  for  a large-scale  or  a number  of  smaller-scale  landfill  projects  in  the 
region  would  still  be  present.  Therefore,  waste  diversion  programs  are  considered  but 
eliminated  from  detailed  analysis  as  feasible  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  in  the 
draft  EIS/EIR. 

12.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  further  response  is  necessary. 

13.  Energy  consumption  resulting  from  the  project  is  discussed  in  Section  IV.O.  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  See  also  revised  information  on  energy  consumption  included  in  Section  VI 
of  the  final  EIS/EIR  (refer  to  information  for  pages  574, 579,  and  Tables  5 1 and  53).  The 
overall  energy  consumption  of  this  project  was  determined  to  be  not  wasteful,  inefficient, 
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and  unnecessary.  Mitigation  measures  to  reduce  fuel  consumption  are  identified  on  page 
578  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT  0100  Letter  from  County  of  San  Diego,  September  16, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  further  response  is  necessary. 

2.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  further  response  is  necessary. 

3.  This  comment  is  correct.  If  in  the  future  San  Diego  County  intends  to  use  the  Eagle 
Mountain  landfill,  a separate  environmental  document  would  be  required  to  identify 
potential  impacts,  including  air  quality  effects  on  the  San  Diego  Air  Basin. 

4.  The  need  for  future  environmental  review  of  transfer  stations  is  identified  in  Response 
0015-2. 

DOCUMENT  0101  Letter  from  G.  Fred  Lee  & Associates,  September  10, 1991 

1.  This  letter  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 
no  response  is  necessary.  Enclosed  with  this  letter  is  a lengthy  attachment  of  background 
information  from  the  commenter  consisting  of  articles,  promotional  materials,  and 
biographical  sketches.  This  material  is  available  for  review  at  the  County  of  Riverside 
Planning  Department  in  Riverside,  California,  and  the  BLM  Resource  Area  Office  in 
North  Palm  Springs,  California. 

DOCUMENT  0102  Public  Hearing:  Bermuda  Dunes,  September  18, 1991 

This  comment  letter  represents  comments  received  at  a public  hearing  in  Bermuda  Dunes  on 
September  18,  1991.  Representatives  of  the  Riverside  County  Planning  Commission  were 
present  at  the  hearing  as  well  as  the  applicant,  project  engineers  and  representatives,  an 
independent  environmental  consultant,  and  members  of  the  general  public.  The  purpose  of 
this  meeting  was  to  answer  Planning  Commission  questions  on  the  proposed  project  by  the 
project  proponents  and  for  the  public  to  present  their  testimony  directly  to  the  Planning 
Commission. 

The  hearing  started  with  Riverside  County  staff  providing  an  overview  of  the  proposed  project, 
followed  by  the  project  applicant’s  presentation  and  slide  show.  Questions  were  presented  by 
the  Planning  Commission  and  then  the  floor  was  opened  up  to  the  public  for  their  comments. 
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The  responses  to  comments  made  by  the  Planning  Commission  and  members  of  the  public  are 

as  follows. 

1.  As  a requirement  of  the  new  federal  EPA  regulations  and  RWQCB,  a composite  liner 
consisting  of  a layer  of  low-permeability  soil  and  a high  density  polyethylene  (HPDE) 
flexible  membrane  will  be  placed  over  the  entire  area  underlying  refuse.  More  specific 
details  of  the  liner  are  provided  in  Response  0002-4  and  Section  fi.B.l  of  the  final 

EIS/EIR. 

2.  The  RWQCB  requires  that  the  final  design  stability  analysis  shows  that  the  liner  can 
withstand  both  static  and  dynamic  loading  from  the  weight  of  refuse  and  the  peak  ground 
acceleration  expected  at  the  site. 

3.  This  comment  reflects  a misunderstanding  of  what  “agreements”  are  being  referred  to. 
The  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  is  involved  in  2081  permits  and  1603 
agreements,  for  state  endangered  species  and  streambed  impacts,  respectively.  When 
and  if  the  EIS/EIR  is  certified  and  development  of  the  project  occurs,  these  permits  and 
agreements  are  likely  to  be  required. 

4a.  The  elementary  school  is  approximately  7,000  feet  from  the  Phase  I container  handling 
yard  and  6,500  feet  from  the  Phase  II  container  handling  yard. 

4b.  The  correctional  facility  is  about  1,500  feet  from  the  Phase  I container  handling  yard. 

5.  The  requirements  for  getting  a permit  for  the  project  in  the  South  Coast  Air  Quality 
Management  District  involves  taking  the  information  that  is  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and 
putting  it  into  the  proper  format  and  consulting  with  the  district  to  discuss  two  key  issues 
that  they  have  to  decide  before  they  can  issue  the  project’s  permit.  The  first  issue  is 
whether  the  project  is  using  the  best  available  control  technology.  The  second  is  whether 
the  project  has  provided  adequate  offsets  for  mitigation  in  the  context  of  the  district’s 
regulations.  This  concept  is  similar  to  the  mitigation  requirements  under  CEQA. 

6.  The  Development  Agreement  serves  as  a contract  between  the  applicant  and  Riverside 
County  to  develop  the  project,  the  opportunity  to  invest  certain  permits  to  this  process, 
and  the  opportunity  to  develop  that  process  under  today’s  rules.  The  Conditions  of 
Approval  and  the  Specific  Plan  itself  will  set  the  development  controls  on  the  project. 

7.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

8.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 
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9.  This  comment  acknowledges  the  economic  benefits  of  the  proposed  project.  The 
economic  benefits  of  the  project  are  described  in  Section  IV.H.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  See 
also  Response  0018-13. 

10.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

1 1 . The  medical  and  pension  benefits  to  Kaiser  Steel  Resources  retirees  resulting  from  the 
proposed  project  are  acknowledged  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pp.  475-476).  Since  this 
comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  no  additional 
response  is  required. 

12.  See  Response  0026-26. 

13.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

14.  This  comment  provides  supplemental  information  to  the  question  regarding  benefits  to 
the  retirees.  Please  refer  to  Response  0102-12  above.  It  does  not  address  the  adequacy 
or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

15.  Please  refer  to  Response  0015-2. 

16.  Solid  waste  transported  from  the  MRFs  would  primarily  use  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad 
right-of-way.  The  MRF  located  in  the  Coachella  Valley  would  use  I- 10  to  Eagle 
Mountain  Road.  These  transportation  corridors  are  described  in  detail  in  Sections  IV.C.  1 
and  IV.C.3  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

17.  Seismic  hazards  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  are  described  in  Section  IV.I.2  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  landfill  will  be  designed  to  withstand  the  maximum  probable 
earthquake  without  damage  to  the  foundation,  fill  slopes,  or  structures  which  control 
leachate,  gas  collection,  or  surface  drainage. 

18.  Please  refer  to  Responses  0001-7  and  0026-82.  Also,  to  correct  some  misinformation. 
Eagle  Mountain  will  not  be  the  largest  landfill  in  the  world. 

19.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

20.  All  refuse  destined  for  Eagle  Mountain  will  be  subjected  to  an  inspection  program  for  the 
removal  of  recyclables  and  hazardous  materials  at  the  transfer  stations  and  MRFs.  In 
addition,  random  inspections  of  the  solid  waste  entering  the  landfill  will  be  conducted 
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by  the  Local  Enforcement  Agency  to  ensure  that  the  screening  procedures  for  hazardous 
materials  performed  at  the  transfer  stations  are  adequately  executed.  See  Response 
0002-8  for  a discussion  of  the  load-checking  program. 

2 1 . The  issue  raised  in  the  comment  is  not  entirely  clear.  Page  35 1 of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  points 
out  that  the  emphasis  on  rail  transport  would  tend  to  decrease  the  overall  potential  for 
accidents  when  compared  with  conventional  truck  transport  of  the  same  amount  of  solid 
waste  due  to  the  control  and  maintenance  of  the  rights-of-way  in  which  trains  operate. 
However,  as  explained  in  Response  0021-7,  in  the  event  of  rail  service  interruption,  truck 
transport  would  be  temporarily  utilized  to  handle  the  portion  of  the  refuse  normally 
carried  by  rail  until  rail  service  can  be  resumed.  Sections  IV.C.l  and  2 of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  discuss  potential  for  accidents  with  respect  to  rail  operations  and  at-grade 
crossings.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  360)  concludes  that  the  project  is  not  expected  to 
have  a significant  impact  on  safety  within  the  study  area.  Additionally,  the  scheduling 
of  refuse  unit  trains  with  Southern  Pacific  on  a contractual  basis  will  prevent  any  conflicts 
between  ongoing  rail  operations  and  trains  being  utilized  for  the  landfill  project  (pp.  50 
and  357). 

22.  The  quotation  in  the  comment  refers  to  the  potential  long-term  impact  of  the  project  on 
groundwater  without  mitigation.  See  Responses  0001-25,  28,  and  29. 

23a.  See  Responses  0003-31,  32,  and  33. 

23b.  The  relative  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  and  of  all  alternatives,  including  the  “No 
Project”  alternative,  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  separately  for  the  South  Coast  Air 
Basin  and  for  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin.  Figure  FEIR-AQ-3  in  Attachment  2, 
Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR  shows  relative  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  with 
mitigation  and  of  the  “No  Project”  alternative  for  the  Coachella  Valley  and  the  Eagle 
Mountain  area.  In  addition.  Figure  FEIR-AQ-2  included  in  Attachment  2,  Appendix  M 
of  the  final  EIS/EIR  compares  the  estimated  project  emissions  from  rail  and  truck  travel 
in  the  Coachella  Valley  with  estimates  of  emissions  from  all  sources  in  the  Coachella 
Valley. 

As  shown  on  Figure  FEIR-AQ-2,  of  Attachment  2 in  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR, 
the  estimated  impacts  from  the  proposed  project  in  the  Coachella  Valley  will  result  in  an 
increase  above  the  estimated  1991  emissions  baseline  for  the  area.  The  emissions 
increases  are  of  approximately  3.8  percent  for  NOx,  approximately  0.5  percent  for  ROGs, 
and  approximately  0.06  percent  for  PM  10  emissions.  There  are  no  approved  regional 
air  quality  models  which  can  be  used  to  perform  the  analysis  requested.  Regional 
photochemical  models,  such  as  those  used  to  prepare  regional  air  quality  plans,  are  not 
suitable  for  this  purpose,  because  they  are  insensitive  to  changes  in  emissions  which  are 
less  than  five  percent  of  the  regional  total.  The  emissions  changes  associated  with  the 
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Eagle  Mountain  project  are  below  this  sensitivity  threshold  in  both  the  South  Coast  Air 
Basin  and  in  the  Coachella  Valley.  The  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  was  performed 
using  the  best  analytical  tools  available. 

24.  The  impacts  of  the  “Rail-Only”  alternative  are  fully  discussed  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  (see 
Appendix  E,  pp.  174-189).  This  project  alternative  assumes  that  the  project  does  not 
receive  waste  generated  in  the  nearby  area  (approximately  4,000  tons/day)  which  would 
be  directly  transported  to  the  project  by  truck.  Therefore,  for  the  “Rail-Only”  alternative, 
the  maximum  amount  of  waste  transported  to  the  site  would  be  16,000  tons/day  rather 
than  20,000  tons/day.  Because  the  amount  of  waste  transported  by  rail  remains  the  same 
as  for  the  proposed  project,  it  is  not  necessary  to  increase  the  number  of  trains  used  to 
transport  waste  for  the  “Rail-Only”  alternative. 

Subsequent  to  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  MRC  has  proposed  to  reduce  truck 
traffic  to  the  project  site  from  200  trucks  per  day  to  100  round  trips  daily  and  in  three 
years  to  eliminate  all  but  those  trucks  serving  the  desert  cities  (not  to  exceed  100).  No 
additional  trains  other  than  the  six  identified  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  would  be  used  to 
transport  refuse  to  the  landfill  under  a reduced  truck  alternative.  See  Section  II.B.2  of 
the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a discussion  of  the  reduction  in  truck  traffic.  To  clarify  the  number 
of  trains  serving  the  site,  pages  356  and  357  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  explains  that  under  the 
proposed  action,  the  container  handling  yard  is  capable  of  accepting  up  to  six  unit  trains 
per  day.  However,  an  average  of  4.7  train  shipments  per  day  will  be  required  when  the 
project  is  operating  at  full  capacity.  This  number  is  arrived  at  by  dividing  the  maximum 
tonnage  acceptable  by  rail  per  day  (16,000  tons)  by  the  tonnage  of  refuse  per  train  load 
(3,500  tons),  which  equals  approximately  4.7  trains.  Since  the  tonnage  per  train,  but  not 
the  number  of  daily  trains,  would  be  increased  due  to  the  recent  reduction  in  trucks,  no 
additional  environmental  review  is  necessary  other  than  air  quality  impacts  (see  Appen- 
dix M,  Attachment  10). 

25.  The  PM  10  mitigation  measures  for  the  proposed  project  are  discussed  in  Appendix  E (pp. 
105-131)  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Table  FEER-AQ-2  in  Appendix  M (Attachment  2)  of  the 
final  EIS/EIR  compares  the  mitigation  measures  recommended  in  the  Coachella  Valley 
PM  10  Plan  and  those  included  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  table  also  includes  comments 
explaining  why  some  mitigation  measures  are  not  deemed  applicable  to  or  not  feasible 
for  the  Eagle  Mountain  project. 

26.  Compliance  by  the  project  with  the  SCAQMD’s  New  Source  Review  requirements  is 
discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  102-105).  The  need  for  emissions 
offsets  is  discussed  in  this  section  as  well.  Discussions  with  SCAQMD’s  Engineering 
Division  staff  indicated  that  emissions  offsets  will  be  required  for  on-site  stationary 
equipment  and  mobile  equipment.  District  regulations  do  not  require  offsets  as  suggested 
by  the  comment. 
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Neither  CEQA  nor  NEPA  requires  the  provision  of  emissions  offsets,  which  are  emis- 
sions reductions  calculated  in  accordance  with  precise  regulatory  procedures.  Rather, 
CEQA  and  NEPA  require  an  accurate  assessment  of  the  air  quality  impacts  associated 
with  a proposed  project;  a determination  as  to  whether  the  project’s  impacts  are  signifi- 
cant; and  the  use  of  all  practical  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  significant  impacts.  Both 
the  draft  and  the  final  EIS/EIR  comply  with  these  requirements. 

27.  In  general,  alternative  fuels  do  not  result  in  inherently  lower  emission  levels.  For 
on-highway  vehicles,  California’s  low-emission  vehicle  regulations,  and  the  correspond- 
ing requirements  of  SCAQMD  Rule  1601,  achieve  the  objectives  of  what  are  popularly 
referred  to  as  “alternative  fuels.”  While  alternative  fuels  may  be  used  to  comply  with 
these  regulations,  they  are  not  essential,  nor  do  they  provide  any  air  quality  benefits  as 
compared  with  “traditional”  fuels  used  to  satisfy  the  same  regulations.  The  California 
and  the  SCAQMD  low-emission  vehicle  programs  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
(Appendix  E,  pp.  107-108). 

For  locomotives  and  landfill  equipment,  alternative  fuels  may  provide  air  quality 
benefits.  Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  (such  as 
methanol,  natural  gas,  or  liquefied  petroleum  gas)  as  well  as  electricity  for  locomotives 
(pp.  115-117)  and  for  landfill  equipment  (pp.  120-121).  Wherever  available,  MRC  shall 
purchase  and  operate  the  electric  version  of  landfill  equipment  including  overhead  cranes, 
crushers,  conveyors,  and  pugmills  wherever  available.  Where  not  available,  alternative- 
fuel  technology  will  be  used  depending  on  air  permitting  standards  (Mitigation  Measure 
AQ-16).  Electrification  of  this  equipment  would  reduce  the  emissions  associated  with 
landfill  equipment  by  approximately  five  percent.  The  actual  emissions  reductions 
associated  with  these  measures  are  shown  in  Table  FEIR-AQ-4  (Appendix  M,  Attach- 
ment 2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 

No  quantification  of  air  quality  benefits  from  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  in  locomotives 
and  in  landfill  equipment  is  possible  at  the  present  time,  because  no  alternative-fueled 
engines  are  available  for  the  types  of  equipment  expected  to  be  used  in  the  Eagle 
Mountain  project. 

Electrification  of  the  52-mile  stretch  of  track  between  Ferrum  Junction  and  the  landfill 
site  was  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  as  potentially  feasible.  Mitigation  Measure 
AQ-10  requires  the  preparation  of  a feasibility  analysis  of  electrification  at  such  time  as 
there  is  sufficient  landfill  gas.  Table  FEIR-AQ-5  in  Appendix  M,  Attachment  2 of  the 
final  EIS/EIR  shows  the  reductions  in  locomotive-generated  emissions  which  could  be 
achieved  if  electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  is  found  to  be  feasible. 

28.  See  Response  0003-40. 
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29.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  required. 

30.  Please  refer  to  Responses  0001-128  and  0052-4. 

31.  The  transport  of  hazardous  materials  is  not  a part  of  the  proposed  action.  Therefore,  no 
response  to  this  comment  is  necessary. 

32.  The  financial  assurances  for  the  cleanup  of  a reasonably  foreseeable  escape  of  leachate 
from  the  landfill  are  described  in  Responses  0001-25  and  0027-63.  Additionally,  funds 
collected  as  the  host  community  fees  will  be  expended  upon  the  authority  of  Riverside 
County  in  ways  which  the  County  deems  appropriate.  The  expenditure  of  funds  set  aside 
as  a contingency  against  potential  environmental  cleanup  will  be  administered  by  the 
agency  having  jurisdiction  over  the  cleanup  process. 

33.  See  Response  0038-2. 

34.  Waste  diversion  programs  are  identified  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  108  and  109), 
including  recycling,  yard  waste  composting,  and  source  reduction.  However,  the  need 
for  a large-scale  or  a number  of  smaller-scale  landfill  projects  in  the  region  would  still 
be  present.  Therefore,  waste  diversion  programs  are  considered  but  eliminated  from 
detailed  analysis  as  feasible  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  It 
should  be  noted  that  mandatory  regional  and  local  recycling  programs  are  presently  in 
place.  Recently  enacted  state  legislation  (AB  939)  establishes  a mandatory  program  to 
divert  residential  solid  waste  from  the  landfills  through  recycling  and  waste  reduction 
programs.  Specific  goals  of  AB  939  require  25  percent  of  the  solid  waste  diverted  from 
landfills  by  1995  and  50  percent  diverted  by  the  year  2000.  The  City  of  Los  Angeles  has 
recently  adopted  an  additional  ordinance  which  requires  the  diversion  of  recyclable 
municipal  materials,  though  industrial  and  high-density  residential  waste  is  excluded. 
These  measures  have  been  taken  to  reduce  the  amount  of  solid  waste  entering  regional 
landfills. 

35.  See  Response  0102-32  above. 

36.  The  air  quality  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  project  are  identified  in  Section  IV.D. 
of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  are  summarized  in  Response  0026-8.  This  comment  is  correct. 
While  the  recent  reduction  in  trucks  would  reduce  traffic  effects,  the  impacts  to  air  quality 
would  remain  significant  and  unmitigated. 

37.  The  waste-to-energy  concept  is  addressed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (see  page  105-106)  to 
avoid  impacts  associated  with  landfilling.  The  document  concluded  that  the  emissions 
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resulting  from  a waste-to-energy  (incineration)  operation  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill 
would  represent  a substantial  and  significant  air  quality  impact. 

38.  The  landfill  will  be  designed  to  withstand  the  maximum  probable  earthquake  without 
damage  to  the  foundation,  fill  slopes,  or  structures  which  control  leachate  and  gas 
collection  or  surface  drainage.  See  Responses  0001-5,  0001-24,  and  0026-82. 

39.  The  proposed  project  is  expected  to  have  a positive,  not  negative,  influence  on  real  estate 
and  property  values  in  the  surrounding  area.  See  Response  0018-13. 

40.  The  proposed  landfill  project  would  not  result  in  disease  or  mental  and  emotional  risks, 
and  therefore,  financial  assurances  for  these  issues  are  not  required. 

41.  See  Response  0102-39. 

42a.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  addresses  impacts  from  the  proposed  project  on  health  (see  Section 
IV.B.)  and  socioeconomics  (see  Section  IV.H.).  A loss  of  business,  as  suggested  in  this 
comment,  is  not  expected  as  a result  of  the  proposed  landfill  project.  On  the  contrary, 
the  project  is  expected  to  result  in  a socioeconomic  benefit  to  the  surrounding  commu- 
nities due  to  the  increased  population,  employment,  and  income  resulting  from  the 
operation  of  the  proposed  facilities.  The  increase  in  landfill-related  jobs  would  attract 
commercial  support  interest  to  Eagle  Mountain.  Also,  the  long-term  operation  of  the 
landfill  would  lend  stability  to  communities  and  sustain  community  services.  A trust 
fund  would  not  be  necessary. 

42b.  With  respect  to  financial  assurances  for  environmental  concerns,  funds  collected  as  the 
host  community  fees  will  be  expended  upon  the  authority  of  Riverside  County  in  ways 
which  the  County  deems  appropriate.  The  expenditure  of  funds  set  aside  as  a contingency 
against  potential  environmental  cleanup  will  be  administered  by  the  agency  having 
jurisdiction  over  the  cleanup  process.  Also  see  Response  0027-63. 

43.  See  Response  0020-5. 

44a.  The  allegations  of  illegal  dumping  in  the  East  Pit  have  been  reported  to  the  Riverside 
County  Environmental  Health  Division  for  investigation.  They  do  not  relate  to  the 
adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR;  therefore,  no  further  response  is  necessary. 

44b.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 
no  response  is  necessary. 

44c.  See  Response  01 02-44a. 
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45.  Through  the  scoping  sessions  conducted  for  this  project  in  1989,  potentially  significant 
impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  project  were  identified.  This  process  served  to 
define  the  issues  to  be  analyzed  in  the  environmental  document.  Section  IV  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR,  Environmental  Consequences,  describes  the  impacts  from  all  phases  of  landfill 
construction  and  operation  for  the  issues  identified  in  the  scoping  sessions.  The  cumu- 
lative impacts  from  landfill  operations  are  presented  in  Section  V of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
Without  more  detail  in  this  comment  as  to  the  specific  risks  involved,  a more  detailed 
response  cannot  be  provided. 

46.  It  is  unclear  what  is  meant  in  this  comment  by  the  “social  risk  perception  of  the  help.”  It 
is  assumed  that  this  comment  is  referring  to  the  safety  of  the  landfill  workers.  This  issue 
is  addressed  in  Section  IV.B.5  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  required  safety  measures  to 
protect  the  health  and  safety  of  the  employees  is  described  in  Responses  0001-112,  124, 
and  129.  Since  hazardous  materials  will  be  removed  from  the  waste  stream  at  the  MRFs 
and  transfer  stations  prior  to  transport  to  Eagle  Mountain,  landfill  workers  will  not  be 
exposed  to  toxic  substances.  However,  a small  amount  of  locally  generated  waste  (on 
the  order  of  several  tons  per  day)  transported  directly  to  the  landfill  would  not  be  screened 
for  hazardous  materials  at  the  MRF.  Instead,  this  incoming  material  would  be  inspected 
at  the  waste  screening  facility  near  the  Phase  II  container  handling  yard.  A description 
of  this  procedure  can  be  found  on  pages  39  and  40  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Hazardous 
materials  encountered  at  this  facility  will  be  segregated  and  stored  in  accordance  with 
the  appropriate  regulations  and  periodically  shipped  to  a hazardous  waste  disposal  site 
by  licensed  hazardous  waste  carriers.  All  employees  who  might  be  exposed  to  hazardous 
materials  will  be  trained  to  an  appropriate  level  of  expertise  and  will  be  equipped  to 
handle  such  materials  as  deemed  by  the  Local  Enforcement  Agency  (Riverside  County 
Department  of  Health). 

47.  See  Response  0102-32. 

48.  See  Response  0102-36. 

49.  See  Response  0001-25. 

50.  See  Response  0003-40. 

51.  See  Responses  0001-25  and  0002-4  above.  No  drainage  from  the  proposed  project  will 
be  directed  toward  the  open  Colorado  River  Aqueduct.  Drainage  outlets  and  other 
upstream  facilities  will  be  designed  and  sized  to  minimize  velocities  and  reduce  erosion. 
Where  drainage  is  planned  to  cross  the  covered  portion  of  the  aqueduct,  MWD  will  be 
consulted  as  to  design  and  location.  Copies  of  the  final  drainage  report  and  detailed  plans 
were  forwarded  to  MWD  for  review.  All  drainage  facilities  for  conveyance  of  flow  over 


298 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EIR 


DOCUMENT  0102 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


DOCUMENT  0102 


the  aqueduct  will  be  reviewed  and  approved  by  MWD  prior  to  construction.  The  drainage 
report  is  contained  in  Appendix  L of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

52.  A more  detailed  description  of  the  traffic  impacts  at  the  MWD  pumping  station  is  provided 
in  Response  0027-57.  In  addition,  MRC  has  proposed  that  truck  traffic  to  the  project  site 
will  be  reduced  from  200  to  100  round  trips  daily  and  in  three  years  to  eliminate  all  but 
those  trucks  serving  the  desert  cities  (not  to  exceed  100).  This  would  account  for  total 
traffic  on  Eagle  Mountain  Road  and  its  extension  of  up  to  285  daily  trips.  This  is  not 
considered  a significant  traffic  impact.  See  Section  II.B.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a 
discussion  of  the  reduction  in  truck  traffic. 

53.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  25)  states  that  the  proposed  action  is  to  widen  the  existing  portion 
of  Eagle  Mountain  Road  and  build  a new  40-foot-wide  paved  road.  The  total  right-of- 
way  being  applied  for  is  1 10  feet  to  allow  for  the  paved  roadway,  shoulders,  and  berms. 
The  proposed  improvements  to  the  roadway  would  be  made  to  accommodate  the  types 
of  vehicles  serving  the  landfill. 

54.  Kaiser  Road  currently  provides  the  only  paved,  all-weather  access  road  to  the  Eagle 
Mountain  community  and  the  only  access  route  between  the  elementary  school  and  fire 
station  in  Eagle  Mountain  and  the  other  residential  areas  around  Desert  Center.  Any 
catastrophic  accident  along  Kaiser  Road  would  block  this  access  route.  While  the  new 
railroad  crossing  along  Kaiser  Road  would  add  a small  increment  to  the  possibility  of 
such  an  accident,  the  project  would  also  provide  a second  paved,  all-weather  access  route 
between  Eagle  Mountain  and  Interstate  10.  This  route  would  consist  of  the  existing  Eagle 
Mountain  Road,  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Road  Extension,  and  paved  access  roads 
within  the  landfill  property  itself.  This  route  would  ordinarily  not  be  open  to  the  public, 
but  it  would  be  available  for  emergency  services  or  very  limited  public  use  during  such 
an  accident. 

55.  See  Response  0027-59. 

56.  See  Response  0027-58. 

57.  See  Response  0102-51  above. 

58.  See  Response  0102-51  above. 

59.  See  Response  0027-49. 

60.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 
no  response  is  necessary. 
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6 1 . This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 
no  response  is  necessary. 

62.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 
no  response  is  necessary. 

63.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 
no  response  is  necessary. 

64.  The  socioeconomic  benefits  of  the  project  are  described  in  Section  IV.H.2  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  A discussion  of  the  benefits  to  the  Kaiser  retirees  is  located  in  Response 
0102-1 1 and  12  above.  The  conditions  of  the  memorandum  of  understanding  between 
MRC  and  the  County  of  Riverside  can  be  found  on  page  476  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

65.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 
no  response  is  necessary. 

66.  Please  see  Response  0026-26. 

67.  See  Response  0026-13. 

68.  No  part  of  the  desert  tortoise  mitigation  program  was  based  on  work  conducted  by  Jean 
Carr.  Jean  Carr  did  not  participate  in  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Any  tortoise 
that  may  potentially  be  impacted  by  road  or  rail  line  construction  will  be  moved 
approximately  300  feet  from  the  site  of  disturbance,  which  would  likely  keep  the  tortoise 
within  its  normal  home  range  (Appendix  F,  pp.  85-86).  No  tortoises  will  be  removed 
from  the  general  vicinity  and  none  will  be  euthanized. 

69.  See  Response  0027-82. 

70.  See  Response  0026-28. 

7 1 . Pressure  is  required  to  drive  either  a fluid  or  a gas/vapor  through  the  proposed  landfill 
cover.  The  proposed  drainage  plan  is  designed  to  prevent  ponding  of  water  necessary  to 
create  the  pressure  needed  for  water  to  percolate  through  the  cover.  Due  to  the  hot  and 
dry  climate  at  the  site,  moisture  in  the  refuse  can  evaporate  up  through  the  cover  material, 
since  water  vapor  can  rise  in  air.  However,  much  of  this  water  vapor  will  be  extracted 
with  the  landfill  gas  by  the  proposed  gas  extraction  system  and  become  landfill  gas 
condensate. 

72.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  does  not  say  that  the  Chuckwalla  Valley  water  basin  is  closed. 
Moreover,  it  seems  that  the  statement  that  “water  drains  from  the  Eagle  Mountain/Desert 
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Center  Area  to  the  Colorado  River”  refers  to  surface  drainage,  not  groundwater  flow.  In 
any  case,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  does  not  appear  to  conflict  with  this  comment. 

73.  Please  see  Responses  0026-34,  0001-25,  and  0002-4. 

74.  See  Response  000 1-11. 

75.  The  cited  potential  failures  are  for  what  is  commonly  called  a dendritic  type  of  leachate 
collection  and  removal  system.  A dendritic  system  is  composed  of  a series  of  perforated 
pipes  laid  in  trenches  backfilled  with  gravel  drainrock.  The  cited  types  of  potential 
failures  in  this  comment  are  some  of  the  reasons  a blanket-type  leachate  collection  system 
has  been  selected  for  the  proposed  project.  For  a more  complete  description  of  the  blanket 
drainage  system  and  its  workings  within  the  containment  system,  see  the  drainage  report 
contained  in  Appendix  L of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

76.  As  a requirement  of  the  new  federal  EPA  regulations  and  RWQCB,  a composite  liner 
consisting  of  a low-permeability  soil  layer  and  a high  density  polyethylene  (HDPE) 
flexible  geomembrane  will  be  placed  over  the  entire  area  underlying  refuse.  A composite 
liner  (i.e.,  a geomembrane  placed  directly  on  top  of  a layer  of  low-permeability  soil)  is 
more  effective  than  either  a geomembrane  alone  or  low-permeability  soil  alone  for 
containing  leachate  and  gas  (Daniel  1990;  Giroud  and  Bonapart  1989b;  USEPA  1987). 
A composite  liner  represents  the  state-of-the-art  in  landfill  liner  system  design.  For  a 
more  detailed  description  of  the  liner,  please  see  Response  0002-4  and  Section  II.B.l  of 
the  final  EIS/EIR. 

77.  See  Response  0021-27. 

78.  Please  sees  Responses  0002-4,  0026-33,  and  0102-76. 

79.  See  Response  01 15-6. 

80.  In  the  event  of  rail  service  interruption,  trucks  would  temporarily  be  required  to  transport 
waste  normally  carried  by  rail  at  full  capacity.  As  indicated  on  pages  352-353  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR,  refuse  would  be  taken  by  truck  to  Eagle  Mountain  or  to  alternate  area 
landfills  until  rail  service  is  resumed.  “This  additional  response  would  help  ensure  steady 
flow  of  refuse  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  site  or  to  alternate  area  landfills  depending  upon 
the  location  of  the  train  disruption”  (p.  353).  It  is  expected  that  these  occurrences  would 
be  infrequent  and  of  short  duration;  therefore,  impacts  (noise,  air  quality,  traffic,  public 
safety)  would  not  be  significant. 

81.  See  Response  0026-38. 
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82. 

83. 

84. 


See  Response  0017-22. 

Closure  and  post-closure  costs  must  be  borne  by  the  operator  in  accordance  with  both 
federal  and  state  regulations  (Subtitle  D and  Chapter  15,  respectively).  Closure  and 
post-closure  costs  will  be  formatted  according  to  the  requirements  of  Title  14  of  the 
California  Code  of  Regulations. 

Data  obtained  from  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  identifies  Southern  Pacific  rail 
accidents  occurring  within  Riverside  and  San  Bernardino  counties  over  the  past  10  years. 
The  total  reported  rail  accidents  for  the  two  counties  for  this  time  period  is  148  as  shown 
below.  It  should  be  noted  that  this  information  represents  simple  numbers  of  accidents, 
and  has  not  been  corrected  to  reflect  differences  in  rail  traffic  volume. 


Of  the  148  accidents  occurring  between  1982  and  1991,  63  were  on  rail  lines  primarily 
used  by  the  proposed  project  located  between  the  West  Colton  Station  in  San  Bernardino 
County  to  Ferrum  Junction  in  Riverside  County.  Of  these  63  accidents,  46  (or  73  percent) 
occurred  in  the  rail  yards  and  industrial  areas,  while  17  (27  percent)  took  place  on  the 
main  rail  lines.  Of  the  17  accidents  occurring  on  the  main  line,  8 involved  derailments 
ranging  from  1 to  37  cars.  The  remaining  9 accidents  did  not  involve  derailment  of 
railcars. 

To  avoid  rail  conflicts  between  proposed  operations  and  ongoing  rail  operations,  sched- 
uling of  refuse  unit  trains  with  Southern  Pacific  will  occur  on  a contractual  basis.  The 
draft  EIS/EIR  (page  357)  concludes  that  project-related  usage  of  rail  transport  is  expected 
to  have  an  insignificant  impact  on  the  rail  lines  and  surrounding  infrastructure.  Further- 
more, the  refuse  trains  would  only  transport  municipal  solid  waste  (nonhazardous 
materials),  reducing  the  risk  to  public  health  and  safety.  In  the  event  of  a rail  accident, 
Southern  Pacific’s  emergency  response  plan  would  be  initiated.  See  Response  0026-3 
for  more  details  of  this  plan. 


Year 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 


Number  of  Accidents 


22 

20 

22 

22 

17 

9 

6 

16 

11 


5 (through  March) 
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85.  The  screening  of  hazardous  wastes  will  take  place  at  the  MRFs  and  transfer  stations  under 
the  requirements  of  the  solid  waste  management  facility  permit.  A description  of  this 
process  is  provided  in  Response  0002-8. 

86.  See  Responses  0017-19  and  0021-19. 

87.  A discussion  of  waste  diversion  programs,  including  green  waste  and  composting  to 
reduce  the  waste  entering  landfills,  is  given  on  pages  105-109  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Green 
waste  may  be  removed  from  the  transfer  stations  and  MRFs  for  composting.  The  green 
waste  will  not  be  transported  to  Eagle  Mountain  for  landfilling  or  storage  as  a recyclable. 

88.  Composting  operations  will  not  occur  at  the  landfill  site. 

89.  See  Responses  0102-23a,  23b,  24,  25,  26,  27,  and  28  above. 

90.  This  comment  is  correct.  Subsequent  to  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  MRC  has 
proposed  to  reduce  truck  traffic  to  the  project  site  from  200  to  100  round  trips  daily  and 
in  three  years  to  eliminate  all  but  those  trucks  serving  the  desert  cities  (not  to  exceed 
100).  More  details  of  this  project  modification  can  be  found  in  Section  n.B.2  of  the  final 
EIS/EIR. 

91.  The  memorandum  of  understanding  between  MRC  and  the  County  of  Riverside  is 
discussed  in  the  Socioeconomics  section  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  476).  A fiscal 
analysis  was  prepared  by  the  applicant  and  presented  at  the  November  11,1991,  Planning 
Commission  hearing.  See  Response  0018-13. 

92.  The  commenter  should  note  that  the  purpose  of  CEQA  is  to  provide  information 
concerning  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  project,  so  that  the  public 
and  elected  officials  may  make  informed  decisions  concerning  the  project.  In  that  sense, 
the  draft  EIS/EIR  relates  to  the  health,  safety,  and  welfare  of  the  citizens  of  Riverside 
County.  However,  without  more  specific  direction,  this  comment  cannot  be  addressed, 
nor  does  it  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

93.  The  issues  of  operator  liability,  financial  responsibility,  closure  and  post-closure  funding, 
and  the  like  are  addressed  in  the  Development  Agreement  between  MRC  and  the  County 
of  Riverside  and  in  the  waste  discharge  requirements  permit  issued  by  the  Regional  Water 
Quality  Control  Board  and  the  landfill  facilities  permit  to  be  issued  by  the  Riverside 
County  Local  Enforcement  Agency  with  the  concurrence  of  the  California  Integrated 
Waste  Management  Board.  Before  any  operations  at  the  landfill  can  commence,  finan- 
cial responsibility  will  need  to  be  demonstrated  by  MRC  for  third  party  liability,  closure 
and  post-closure  maintenance  of  the  site,  financial  assurances  necessary  to  ensure 
corrective  action  for  potential  groundwater  contamination,  and  full  indemnification  of 
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the  County  of  Riverside.  MRC  intends  to  contract  with  users  of  the  landfill  (municipal 
and  private)  for  indemnification  of  itself  and  the  County  of  Riverside  for  any  liabilities 
resulting  from  the  deposit  of  waste  at  the  site  generated  by  such  user.  This  intention  will 
be  embodied  in  any  final  Development  Agreement  approved  by  the  County  for  the 
project. 

DOCUMENT  0103  Letter  from  Joan  Cory,  September  20, 1991 

1 . Conformance  with  AB  939,  the  “Recycling  Bill,”  will  take  place  at  the  MRPs  and  transfer 
stations  as  part  of  the  facility  permits,  prior  to  being  transported  to  Eagle  Mountain.  The 
proposed  landfill  project  will  only  indirectly  enforce  compliance  of  the  removal  of 
recyclables  and  hazardous  waste  through  the  mechanism  of  not  accepting  residual  waste 
unless  the  recyclables  and  hazardous  materials  have  been  removed. 

2.  It  is  a Specific  Plan  condition  of  approval  to  ensure  that  the  materials  recovery  facilities 
are  in  place  prior  to  the  commencement  of  landfill  operations  and  that  all  waste  be 
pre-processed  before  being  transported  to  Eagle  Mountain. 

3.  As  described  on  pages  39  and  40  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  a waste  screening  and  inspection 
facility  will  be  located  at  the  Phase  II  container  handling  yard  which  will  inspect  up  to 
several  tons  per  day  of  waste  generated  from  the  local  area.  This  facility  would  inspect 
the  locally  generated  refuse  for  the  removal  of  hazardous  materials;  however,  no 
provisions  are  made  for  the  removal  of  recoverables  at  this  facility.  This  project  would 
not  preclude  the  implementation  of  curbside  recycling  programs  within  the  local  com- 
munities using  Eagle  Mountain,  however. 

DOCUMENT  0104  Letter  from  Vernessa  and  Paul  Skates,  September  17, 1991 

This  letter  was  mailed  to  both  the  Riverside  Planning  Department  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 

Management  area  offices.  The  concerns  expressed  in  these  letters  are  similar  in  nature  and 

thus,  for  the  sake  of  economy,  appear  only  once  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  and  are  addressed  below. 

All  letters  submitted  are  on  file  at  the  County  and  the  BLM  area  offices. 

1 . The  proposed  mitigation  measures  outlined  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  would  reduce  biological 

resources  impacts  to  a level  below  significance.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  concludes  that  the 
air  quality  in  both  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  and  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  will  be 
degraded  by  increased  emissions  resulting  from  the  project’s  truck  and  train  traffic  and 
on-site  equipment.  Potential  air  quality  impacts  will  not  be  mitigated  below  a level  of 
significance.  Please  see  Response  0026-23b  for  a discussion  of  mandatory  recycling 
programs  presently  in  place. 
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DOCUMENT  0105  Letter  from  Joe  B.  Gustafson,  September  15, 1991 

This  letter  was  mailed  to  both  the  Riverside  Planning  Department  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 

Management  area  offices.  The  concerns  expressed  in  these  letters  are  similar  in  nature  and 

thus,  for  the  sake  of  economy,  appear  only  once  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  and  are  addressed  below. 

All  letters  submitted  are  on  file  at  the  County  and  the  BLM  area  offices. 

1.  Project  impacts  to  the  residences  at  the  pumping  station  are  discussed  in  Response 
0027-57. 

2.  See  Response  0027-57  for  a discussion  of  traffic  impacts  to  the  residences  at  the  MWD 
pumping  station. 

3.  The  long-term  effect  that  the  project  would  have  on  recreation  resources  due  to  the 
anticipated  increase  in  the  desert  population  and  increased  recreational  activities  is 
discussed  on  page  595  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

4.  The  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0106  Letter  from  Ken  Levy,  September  16, 1991 

1 . The  relative  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  and  of  all  the  alternatives,  including  the  “No 
Project”  alternative,  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  separately  for  the  South  Coast  Air 
Basin  and  for  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  204-210).  There  are 
no  approved  regional  air  quality  models  which  can  be  used  to  perform  the  analysis 
requested.  Regional  photochemical  models,  such  as  those  used  to  prepare  regional  air 
quality  plans,  are  not  suitable  for  this  purpose,  because  they  are  insensitive  to  changes 
in  emissions  which  are  less  than  five  percent  of  the  regional  total.  The  emissions  changes 
associated  with  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  are  below  this  sensitivity  threshold  in  both 
the  South  Coast  and  the  Southeast  Desert  air  basins. 

2.  See  Response  0026-8.  A screening  level  health  risk  assessment  conducted  for  the 
proposed  landfill  is  discussed  on  pages  424-427  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  This  risk  assess- 
ment was  updated  based  on  on-site  meteorological  data  and  updated  unit  risk  values  and 
is  contained  in  Attachment  9,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  See  also  Response 
0003-40.  The  document  identifies  impacts  to  air  quality  in  the  region  as  being  significant 
and  not  mitigated. 

3.  Mitigation  measures  for  the  Southern  Pacific  main  line  (which  travels  through  the  San 
Gorgonio  Pass)  were  not  evaluated  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  because  neither  the  project 
applicant  nor  the  lead  agencies  nor  any  responsible  agency  would  have  the  authority  to 
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implement  or  require  such  mitigation  measures  for  the  project.  However,  the  lead 
agencies  can  suggest  that  this  mitigation  measure  be  adopted  as  part  of  its  project 
decision. 

Air  emission  impacts  from  and  mitigation  measures  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway  diesel 
locomotives  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  76  and  108-117). 
In  addition,  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  to  include 
a feasibility  study  to  evaluate  the  potential  for  use  of  diesel  engines  with  selective  catalytic 
reduction  (SCR)  or  natural  gas  fuels  to  reduce  emissions  from  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway 
locomotives.  The  revised  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  includes  a specific  timetable  for 
conducting  the  feasibility  study.  A comparison  of  the  emissions  from  the  uncontrolled 
diesel-fired,  mitigated  diesel-fired,  and  natural  gas-fired  Eagle  Mountain  railway  loco- 
motives is  shown  on  Table  FEIR-AQ- 1 5 of  the  final  EIS/EIR  (Attachment  2 of  Appendix 
M).  Air  emission  impacts  from  and  mitigation  measures  for  diesel  locomotives  are 
discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  76  and  108-117). 

4.  See  Response  0026-79.  The  number  of  tortoises  to  be  translocated  cannot  be  estimated 
at  this  time.  Given  the  generally  low  quality  of  the  habitat  along  Eagle  Mountain  Road, 
few  if  any  individuals  may  require  translocation.  No  long-term  studies  on  tortoise 
survival  after  translocation  have  been  completed,  although  one  such  study  is  under  way. 
Since  it  is  believed  that  tortoises  will  not  need  to  be  moved  far,  this  will  increase  then- 
survivability  because  they  will  likely  still  be  within  their  home  range. 

5.  Please  refer  to  Responses  0059-3,  6,  and  7 for  a discussion  of  project  impacts  to  Joshua 
Tree  National  Monument. 

6.  AB  939  is  a mandatory  program  which  requires  that  25  percent  of  the  solid  waste  be 
diverted  from  landfills  by  1995  and  50  percent  be  diverted  by  2000.  Please  refer  to 
Response  0006-1. 

DOCUMENT  0107  Letter  from  Carol  A.  Wiley,  September  19, 1991 

1.  The  air  quality  impacts  associated  with  the  project,  as  proposed,  as  well  as  with  the  other 
alternatives,  including  the  “Rail  Only”  alternative,  are  compared  in  Appendix  E 
(pp.  204-231)  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

In  general,  alternative  fuels  do  not  result  in  inherently  lower  emission  levels.  For 
on-highway  vehicles,  California’s  low-emission  vehicle  regulations,  and  the  correspond- 
ing requirements  of  SCAQMD  Rule  1601,  achieve  the  objectives  of  what  are  popularly 
referred  to  as  “alternative  fuels.”  While  alternative  fuels  may  be  used  to  comply  with 
these  regulations,  they  are  not  essential,  nor  do  they  provide  any  air  quality  benefits  as 
compared  with  “traditional”  fuels  used  to  satisfy  the  same  regulations.  The  California 
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and  the  SCAQMD  low-emission  vehicle  programs  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
(Appendix  E,  pp.  107-108). 

For  locomotives  and  landfill  equipment,  alternative  fuels  may  provide  air  quality 
benefits.  Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  (such  as 
methanol,  natural  gas,  or  liquefied  petroleum  gas)  as  well  as  electricity  for  locomotives 
(pp.  1 15-1 17)  and  for  landfill  equipment  (pp.  120-121).  To  reduce  diesel  fuel  consump- 
tion, MRC  shall  purchase  and  operate  the  electric  version  of  landfill  equipment  including 
overhead  cranes,  crushers,  conveyors,  and  pugmills  wherever  available.  Where  not 
available,  alternative-fuel  technology  will  be  used  depending  on  air  permitting  standards 
(Mitigation  Measure  AQ-16). 

Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  to  include  a feasibility 
study  to  evaluate  the  potential  for  use  of  diesel  engines  with  selective  catalytic  reduction 
(SCR)  or  natural  gas  fuels  to  reduce  emissions  from  Eagle  Mountain  railway  locomotives. 
The  revised  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  includes  a specific  timetable  for  conducting  the 
feasibility  study.  A comparison  of  the  emissions  from  the  uncontrolled  diesel-fired, 
mitigated  diesel-fired,  and  natural  gas-fired  Eagle  Mountain  railway  locomotives  is 
shown  on  Table  FEIR-AQ-15  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  (Attachment  2 of  Appendix  M). 

No  quantification  of  air  quality  benefits  from  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  in  landfill 
equipment  is  possible  at  the  present  time,  because  no  alternative-fueled  engines  are 
available  for  the  types  of  equipment  expected  to  be  used  in  the  Eagle  Mountain  project. 

2.  The  mandatory  recycling  program,  AB  939,  is  described  on  pages  4 and  106  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  (see  Response  0006-1).  The  method  of  removing  recyclables  before  transport- 
ing refuse  to  Eagle  Mountain  for  landfilling  is  described  in  Response  0096-14.  Storing 
of  recyclable  materials  at  the  site  is  addressed  in  Responses  0017-19,  0021-19,  and 
0021-24. 

3.  The  final  landfill  cover  is  discussed  on  page  73  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  final  cover 
would  be  implemented  in  compliance  with  the  regulations  of  Title  23,  CCR,  Chapter  15. 
The  cover  would  have  a minimum  thickness  of  four  feet  and  would  consist  of  a two-foot 
foundation  layer,  a one-foot  barrier  layer,  and  a one-foot  vegetative  layer.  The  vegetative 
layer  of  earth  would  be  amended  with  compost  or  humus  and  fertilizers  such  that  it  will 
support  vegetative  growth.  The  vegetative  layer  will  allow  natural  vegetation  to  take 
hold  on  the  landfill  cover  to  provide  erosion  control.  In  many  cases,  the  minimum  depth 
of  one  foot  for  the  vegetative  layer  will  be  exceeded  merely  because  of  the  means  to  be 
used  to  apply  the  cover.  More  details  of  the  revegetation  measures  are  provided  in 
Response  0111-66.  Post-closure  requirements  mandate  that  the  final  cover,  including 
the  vegetative  layer,  be  maintained  to  prevent  erosion  and  ponding  of  water.  The  upper 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EIR 


307 


DOCUMENT  0108 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


DOCUMENT  0110 


surface  of  the  landfill  would  have  a minimum  three  percent  gradient  to  provide  adequate 
drainage  and  limit  the  potential  for  ponding  and  erosion  on  its  surface. 

DOCUMENT  0108  Letter  from  Ron  Salz,  September  22, 1991 

1 . Refuse  destined  for  landfilling  at  Eagle  Mountain  must  comply  with  the  provision  of  AB 
939,  the  “Recycling  Bill.”  Such  compliance  means  that  the  refuse  has  been  subjected  to 
an  inspection  program  for  the  removal  of  recyclables  and  hazardous  materials  as 
described  in  Response  0026-4.  If  refuse  does  not  comply,  it  will  not  be  taken  to  Eagle 
Mountain. 

2.  Final  permitting  by  the  LEA  and  the  CIWMB  will  only  authorize  the  opening  of  the  Eagle 
Mountain  landfill.  Acceptance  by  Riverside  County  of  refuse  from  Los  Angeles  and 
other  counties  is  contingent  upon  the  approval  of  the  project  Development  Agreement 
authorized  by  the  Riverside  Board  of  Supervisors. 

DOCUMENT  0109  Letter  from  Christine  Samons,  September  19, 1991 

1 . The  memorandum  of  understanding  is  an  agreement  between  MRC  and  Riverside  County 
which  mandates  that  MRC  pay  the  County  based  on  the  solid  waste  actually  disposed  of 
at  the  landfill.  The  components  of  the  MOU  are  described  on  page  476  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  Issues  such  as  operator  liability,  financial  responsibility,  and  closure  and 
post-closure  funding  will  be  included  in  this  agreement  and  in  the  waste  discharge 
requirements  permit  issued  by  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  and  in  the 
landfill  facilities  permit  to  be  issued  by  the  Riverside  County  Local  Enforcement  Agency 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board.  The  final 
Development  Agreement  will  be  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  as  one  of  the 
discretionary  actions  being  requested  by  the  applicant  of  the  County  and  will  be  a legally 
binding  agreement. 

2.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

3.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 
no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0110  Letter  from  Shirley  M.  Boylan,  September  23, 1991 

1.  The  proposed  right-of-way  width  for  Eagle  Mountain  Road  is  1 10  feet  to  accommodate 
the  40-foot-wide  two-lane  road,  as  well  as  shoulders  and  berms.  Although  the  road  will 
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remain  two-lane,  the  improvements  to  this  segment  of  roadway  will  improve  the  overall 
conditions  of  Eagle  Mountain  Road,  which  would  thus  have  a positive  traffic  effect. 

2.  In  the  event  of  rail  service  interruption,  it  is  unlikely  that  all  refuse  would  be  transported 
to  Eagle  Mountain.  However,  under  a worst-case  scenario,  650  trucks  could  utilize  Eagle 
Mountain  Road  temporarily  until  rail  service  is  resumed.  Please  see  Response  0021-7 
for  a more  detailed  description  of  this  scenario. 

3.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  estimates  85  percent  of  the  500  total  daily  trips  will  be  to  and  from 
the  west,  which  calculates  to  425  total  daily  trips  utilizing  Eagle  Mountain  Road  by 
employee,  delivery,  and  service  vehicles  traveling  to  and  from  the  site. 

4.  At  the  two  existing  crossings  of  the  railroad,  Eagle  Mountain  Road  Extension  and  Kaiser 
Road,  railroad  crossing  signs  are  presently  located  at  the  side  of  the  road.  Flashing  lights 
will  be  installed  where  the  railroad  crosses  Kaiser  Road  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  360).  A 
two-way  stop  will  also  be  installed  at  this  intersection  for  Kaiser  Road’s  intersection  with 
Eagle  Mountain  Road  Extension  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  365).  No  change  will  take  place 
at  the  existing  Eagle  Mountain  Road  railroad  crossing. 

5.  Noise  impacts  of  the  proposed  landfill  operations,  including  rail  transport,  on  the 
residences  at  the  pumping  station  are  discussed  in  Response  0027-57. 

6.  See  Response  0027-49  and  59  for  a discussion  of  traffic  impacts  to  the  residences  at  the 
MWD  pumping  station. 

7.  See  Response  01 10-4  above. 

8.  Free  leachate  will  not  be  diverted  off-site  over  the  aqueduct  as  suggested  in  this  comment. 
To  clarify  this  issue,  only  surface  runoff  that  is  collected  before  coming  in  contact  with 
refuse  at  the  landfill  will  be  diverted  off-site.  Runoff  that  comes  in  contact  with  refuse 
(and  wash  water)  will  be  collected,  treated  on-site,  tested,  and  reused  for  dust  control. 
All  leachate  and  condensate  collected  will  be  temporarily  stored  on-site  and  disposed  of 
at  an  approved  off-site  disposal  site. 

9.  See  Response  0027-58. 

10.  The  geology  report  prepared  for  the  site  by  Dr.  Richard  Proctor,  dated  September  12, 
1991,  documents  that  the  potential  for  “severe”  ground  shaking  identified  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  should  be  reclassified  as  “low  to  moderate.”  The  effect  of  such  seismically 
induced  ground  shaking  will  be  negligible  (0. 1 gravity)  for  the  entire  site  and  its  facilities. 
This  report  is  available  at  the  County  of  Riverside  Planning  Department,  Riverside, 
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California,  and  at  the  BLM  Resource  Area  Office,  North  Palm  Springs,  California.  Also, 
see  Responses  0027-82  and  0027-41  a. 

11.  This  comment  is  correct  that  the  Phase  I rail  line  will  pass  approximately  750-1,000  feet 
from  the  existing  Eagle  Mountain  school  buildings.  Phase  I operations  would  involve 
one  round-trip  train  per  day  to  the  Phase  I container  handling  yard.  At  this  level  of  activity 
and  distance,  the  projected  CNEL  at  700  feet  would  be  approximately  53  dBA.  This 
does  not  represent  a significant  residential  noise  impact. 

12.  Impacts  of  the  proposed  landfill  operations,  including  rail  transport,  on  the  residences  at 
the  pumping  station  are  discussed  in  Response  0027-57. 

13.  See  Response  0027-57. 

14.  Nonhazardous  solid  waste  materials  would  be  transported  from  the  transfer  station  to  the 
landfill  site  via  rail  in  closed  intermodal  transport  containers.  A description  of  these 
containers  can  be  found  in  Response  0021-25.  A health  hazard  would  exist  only  if  the 
containers  broke  open  and  spillage  occurred.  Emergency  response  plans  to  address  major 
accidents  on  roadways  and  rail  lines  are  already  in  place  at  the  local  government  level, 
as  part  of  federal  and  statewide  programs  (see  Response  0026-3  for  greater  detail).  As 
part  of  their  own  emergency  response  planning,  MRC  would  maintain  adequate  staff 
on-site  or  on  call  to  provide  clean-up  workers  to  supplement  Southern  Pacific  workers 
and  to  accomplish  trash  pickup  as  necessary  (page  352). 

15.  Vectors,  windblown  debris,  and  dust  would  all  be  generated  by  the  proposed  project. 
However,  the  project  includes  numerous  design  features  to  minimize  the  effects  of  these 
impacts.  The  measures  are  identified  on  pages  325-326,  345,  514-517,  and  529-530  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

16.  Air  quality  impacts  for  the  proposed  project  have  been  determined  to  be  significant  and 
not  mitigated  to  a level  below  significance.  No  compensation  for  air  pollution  is 
provided.  This  condition  would  not,  however,  preclude  project  approval.  California 
Public  Resources  Code  Section  21081  provides  that  if  the  economic,  social,  or  other 
benefits  of  a proposed  project  outweigh  the  unavoidable  adverse  environmental  effects, 
the  adverse  environmental  effects  may  be  considered  acceptable. 

With  respect  to  water  pollution,  the  RWQCB,  pursuant  to  Chapter  15  requirements,  is 
requiring  the  project  proponent  to  obtain  and  maintain  assurances  of  financial  responsi- 
bility for  initiating  and  completing  corrective  action  for  a reasonably  foreseeable  release 
from  the  landfill.  This  financial  assurance  for  the  cleanup  must  be  completed  as  part  of 
the  permitting  process  even  though  leachate  is  not  expected  to  pass  through  the  landfill 
containment  system. 
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17.  See  Responses  0017-10  and  0027-54. 

DOCUMENT  0111  Letter  from  Sierra  Club  - San  Gorgonio  Chapter,  September  20, 

1991 

1.  Revisions  to  Table  51  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  are  noted  in  Section  VI  of  the  final  EIS/EIR 
and  show  that  rail  haul  operations  will  use  21,404  gallons  of  diesel  fuel  per  day  and 
transfer  station  operations  would  use  2,160  gallons  of  fuel  per  day.  This  comment 
postulates  that  the  air  quality  calculations  are  flawed  but  does  not  identify  in  what  way 
or  how;  therefore,  specific  responses  cannot  be  given,  nor  are  they  required  by  CEQA  or 
NEPA.  The  air  quality  section  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  Appendix  E are  the  largest 
sections  of  the  document;  they  are  not  cryptic.  See  Response  0026-8  for  a general 
discussion  of  air  impacts  due  to  this  project.  Cumulative  air  quality  impacts  are  discussed 
on  page  592  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

2.  Waste  management  programs  will  continue  in  the  Los  Angeles  area  regardless  of  the 
status  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  project.  See  Responses  0006-1  and  0011-1.  See  also  pages 
105-109  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  for  a discussion  of  waste  diversion  programs. 

3.  See  Response  0018-13.  The  project  is  expected  to  result  in  a socioeconomic  benefit  on 
the  surrounding  communities  due  to  the  increased  population,  employment,  and  income 
resulting  from  the  operation  of  the  proposed  facilities.  The  increased  population  could 
also  have  a positive  influence  on  real  estate  and  property  values  in  the  surrounding  area. 
Additionally,  the  long-term  operation  of  the  landfill  would  lend  stability  to  communities 
and  sustain  community  services.  Please  refer  to  Section  IV.H.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  for 
a further  discussion. 

4.  In  the  event  of  rail  service  interruption,  several  scenarios  are  possible  depending  on  the 
location  and  nature  of  the  delay.  The  draft  EIS/EIR,  pages  352-353,  state  that  in  the  event 
of  rail  service  interruption,  650  trucks  per  day  would  be  required  to  handle  the  portion 
of  the  refuse  normally  carried  by  rail  at  full  capacity  of  20,000  tons  per  day.  However, 
prior  to  shifting  to  the  use  of  650  trucks,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  points  out  that  a surplus  of 
containers  within  the  system  can  be  used  to  load  and  store  refuse  temporarily  at  transfer 
stations  or  to  store  containers  at  rail  sidings  if  the  service  interruption  occurs  during  rail 
haulage.  It  is  also  possible  to  send  refuse  to  other  landfills  until  rail  service  is  resumed. 
“This  additional  response  would  help  ensure  steady  flow  of  refuse  to  the  Eagle  Mountain 
site  or  to  alternate  area  landfills  depending  upon  the  location  of  the  train  disruption” 
(p.  353). 

5.  The  use  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  by  particular  individuals  or  communities  is  not 
required.  See  pages  476  and  477  for  a discussion  of  the  current  and  anticipated  costs 
associated  with  waste  disposal.  Tipping  fees  and  transportation  charges  will  be  based 
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on  market  forces.  As  existing  landfill  space  is  consumed,  the  cost  of  new  landfill  space 
will  increase.  Because  of  the  higher  costs  of  land,  more  stringent  environmental  controls, 
and  the  need  to  recycle,  disposal  costs  will  inevitably  increase,  regardless  of  the  location 
of  the  new  landfill.  Waste  collection  fees  in  southern  California  have  steadily  increased 
from  the  early  1980s  to  present.  It  is  estimated  that  the  additional  cost  for  disposal  will 
be  on  the  range  of  $1.50-$4.00  per  month  per  household,  depending  upon  the  present 
rate  structure. 

6.  Phase  I operations  would  involve  a maximum  of  one  train  per  day  transporting  refuse  to 
the  container  handling  yard.  There  are  three  schools  at  the  town  of  Eagle  Mountain.  The 
elementary  and  middle  schools  are  not  currently  being  used.  The  high  school  is  currently 
used  by  the  elementary  students.  It  is  approximately  1,000  feet  from  the  rail  line.  One 
train  per  day  is  not  expected  to  significantly  affect  the  school.  When  landfill  needs  exceed 
one  train  of  refuse  per  day,  the  Phase  II  operations  will  be  implemented  whereby  refuse 
will  be  transported  to  the  Phase  II  container  handling  yard  located  approximately  7,000 
feet  from  the  school.  Due  to  the  distance  of  the  proposed  spur  line  serving  the  Phase  II 
container  handling  yard  to  the  school,  no  significant  impacts  to  the  school  would  result. 

7.  The  project  operator  would  only  accept  the  amount  of  waste  permitted.  As  the  Local 
Enforcement  Agency,  the  Riverside  County  Department  of  Health  would  be  responsible 
for  monitoring  the  amount  of  waste  entering  the  landfill. 

8.  The  conditions  of  the  memorandum  of  understanding  between  MRC  and  the  County  of 
Riverside  are  discussed  in  the  Socioeconomics  section,  page  476  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
Fifty  percent  of  revenues  is  not  mentioned  in  the  MOU,  but  rather  some  “portion"  will 
go  to  the  local  communities. 

9.  The  waste  inspection  process  is  described  on  pages  33 1 -333  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Please 
see  Responses  0002-8  and  0021-27. 

10.  MRC  will  be  required  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  CCR  Article  5 of  Chapter  15, 
which  require  the  implementation  of  a verification  monitoring  program  if  monitoring 
shows  that  the  water  quality  protection  standards  are  exceeded.  See  Response  0002-5 
for  details  of  the  monitoring  program.  In  the  event  groundwater  recovery  becomes 
necessary,  a corrective  action  program,  including  pumping  of  extraction  wells  to  remove 
the  groundwater,  will  be  implemented  in  accordance  with  current  regulations. 

11.  The  project  is  southeast  of  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  and  at  its  closest  point  is 
approximately  8,000  feet  south  of  the  boundary.  Measures  to  control  windblown  debris 
associated  with  landfill  operations  are  addressed  in  Section  IV.J.4  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
The  draft  EIS/EIR  further  discusses  the  project  operation  that  would  influence  the  amount 
of  litter  that  might  be  windblown.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  project's  operation  is  quite 
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different  from  conventional  landfills.  All  waste  entering  the  landfill  must  be  processed 
for  materials  recovery  and  recycling  away  from  the  landfill  and  compacted  into  closed 
containers  which  must  remain  closed  until  the  containers  are  opened  near  the  face  of  the 
landfill.  The  waste  will  come  out  of  the  containers  in  large  clumps  or  plugs  and  spread 
out  by  a compactor  tractor.  This  refuse  will  be  pushed  to  the  face  of  the  landfill  where 
it  will  be  compacted  and  covered  with  at  least  six  inches  of  soil.  This  process  will 
minimize  the  opportunity  for  the  wind  to  pick  up  litter.  Additionally,  portable  Utter 
fencing  at  each  cell  will  catch  windblown  litter. 

Next,  full-time  personnel  will  be  assigned  to  litter  control.  Because  the  landfill  site  is 
quite  large,  the  operator  will  be  able  to  contain  windblown  litter  within  the  site  boundaries 
by  intensifying  the  labor  effort  when  necessary.  Moreover,  there  is  a large  area  within 
the  Eagle  Mountains  which  can  be  patrolled  for  litter  control  prior  to  entering  the 
monument.  Finally,  as  a last  resort,  if  monument  personnel  determine  that  a problem 
from  windblown  litter  is  developing,  they  will  call  the  landfill  operator  for  timely  removal 
of  any  litter  which  has  entered  the  monument.  This  procedure  was  initiated  by  Park 
personnel  during  meetings  held  at  the  park  in  1990.  All  costs  will  be  assumed  by  the 
landfill  operator. 

Finally,  as  pointed  out  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (p.  270),  the  project  area  is  separated  from 
the  monument  by  a major  ridgeline  (elevation  2,000-3,500  feet)  which  blocks  views  from 
the  monument  into  the  project  area.  This  ridgeline  can  also  pose  as  a natural  barrier  to 
windblown  debris,  allowing  for  litter  control  to  occur  prior  to  the  monument  boundaries. 
Also,  the  proposed  project  includes  a storm  warning  system  that  would  allow  for  the 
closing  of  landfill  operations  and  the  cover  of  litter  prior  to  the  arrival  of  a potentially 
windy  storm. 

For  a discussion  of  odor  impacts,  see  Response  0001-97. 

12.  Compensation  for  local  citizens  for  environmental  degradation  is  not  a matter  for  MRC 
to  consider.  Rather,  approval  of  the  project  by  the  County  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the 
BLM  under  the  “overriding  considerations”  concept  is  required.  Obviously,  if  these 
agencies  feel  that  the  overall  benefit  to  society  in  general  exceeds  the  project’s  environ- 
mental degradation  that  would  occur,  then  the  County  would  feel  the  society  in  general 
would  benefit.  A fiscal  analysis  of  the  proposed  project’s  effect  on  the  County  by  the 
County  of  Riverside  Administrative  Office  concludes  that  there  will  be  a net  positive 
fiscal  benefit.  This  analysis  was  presented  to  the  County  Planning  Commission  on 
February  26, 1992,  in  a public  hearing.  Local  citizens  are  liable  to  benefit  by  the  infusion 
of  host  fees  into  their  communities,  the  creation  of  local  employment,  provision  of  school 
improvements,  and  other  county-funded  services.  The  socioeconomic  benefits  of  the 
project  are  described  in  Section  IV.H.2  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
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13.  Please  refer  to  Response  0015-2. 

14.  See  page  476  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Since  this  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy 
or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence,  no  further  response  is  necessary. 

15.  No  loss  of  business  or  human  life  is  expected  with  this  project.  On  the  contrary,  positive 
economic  and  growth  benefits  are  anticipated.  Please  refer  to  Response  0111-3  for  a 
discussion  of  the  socioeconomic  effects  of  the  proposed  project.  For  a discussion  of 
public  safety,  see  Section  IV.B.6  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Protection  of  worker  safety  is 
discussed  in  Response  0001-122  and  in  Section  IV.B.5  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

1 6.  Please  refer  to  Response  00 1 5-2. 

17.  Please  refer  to  Response  0015-2. 

18.  The  Purpose  and  Need  section  (page  4-5)  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  the  need  for 
additional  refuse  disposal  facilities  in  Los  Angeles,  San  Bernardino,  and  Orange  counties 
as  well  as  Riverside  County.  The  Project  Description  section  of  Appendix  B states  that 
out  of  county  waste  will  be  accepted.  Section  III.C.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  identifies  eight 
rail  segments  based  on  locations  of  the  transfer  stations  along  the  rail  lines  and  key 
junction  points  where  trains  would  be  switched  on  or  off  a particular  route.  These 
segments  are  described  on  pages  150-154.  Solid  waste  transported  from  the  MRFs  would 
primarily  use  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  right-of-way.  The  MRF  located  in  the 
Coachella  Valley  would  use  I- 10  to  Eagle  Mountain  Road.  These  transportation  corri- 
dors are  described  in  detail  in  Sections  IV.C.l  and  IV.C.3  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

19.  The  source  of  the  refuse  to  be  landfilled  at  Eagle  Mountain  includes  Los  Angeles, 
Riverside,  San  Bernardino,  and  Orange  counties  (pp.  4-5  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  The 
method  of  waste  delivery  to  the  site  (rail  and  truck)  is  described  on  pages  xvii  and  xx  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

20.  The  proposed  project  limits  the  number  of  trains  which  can  deliver  waste  to  the  landfill 
site  to  six  and  the  total  tonnage  per  day  to  20,000.  These  numbers  are  limits.  In  fact,  the 
at-grade  crossing  traffic  report  used  an  average  of  9.4  (4.7  x 2)  rail  trips  per  day  (16,000 
tpd/3500  tpd  per  train  = 4.57  trains)  for  analysis  purposes  (see  page  359  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR). 

21.  The  rail  component  of  the  project  is  initially  referenced  in  Sections  I and  II  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  on  pages  1,  13,  30,  31,  35,  39,  46,  49,  and  50. 

22.  At  maximum  operations,  the  proposed  action  involves  landfilling  a total  of  20,000  tpd  of 
municipal  solid  waste:  16,000  tpd  would  be  transported  via  rail  and  4,000  tpd  would 
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arrive  via  truck  (see  pp.  ii,  iii,  xvii,  1,  and  13  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  It  should  be  noted 
that  since  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  number  of  daily  trucks  trips  has  been 
reduced  by  half  from  200  to  100  round  trips  per  day.  To  reach  the  maximum  capacity 
allowable  at  the  landfill  (20,000  tpd)  while  reducing  the  truck  trip  tonnage  by  half  from 
4,000  tpd  to  2,000  tpd,  the  amount  of  refuse  transported  via  train  would  increase  by  2,000 
tpd  (that  is,  12  percent),  from  16,000  tpd  to  18,000  tpd. 

23.  Please  refer  to  Response  00 1 5-2. 

24.  This  comment  is  correct  in  assuming  that  economic  forces  will  play  a role  in  the  selection 
of  which  wastesheds  to  service.  The  figures  listed  in  the  comment  were  used  conceptu- 
ally to  determine  fuel  expenditures;  however,  this  comment  fails  to  include  Riverside 
and  San  Bernardino  counties  at  an  estimated  2,000  tons  per  day  each.  For  the  “No 
Project”  alternative,  no  use  of  rail  was  assumed.  Emissions  associated  with  this  alterna- 
tive include  the  type  of  motor  used,  the  distance  and  amount  of  time  the  motor  is  used  to 
haul  or  handle  the  assumed  waste  amounts,  and  the  type  of  fuel  used. 

25.  Please  refer  to  Response  0015-2. 

26.  Infilling  rates  are  the  subject  of  operating  permits  granted  by  the  California  Integrated 
W aste  Management  Board  and  the  Local  Enforcement  Agency.  Increases  to  the  permitted 
rates  must  be  approved  by  these  agencies  prior  to  any  increase  being  allowed. 

27.  Please  refer  to  Response  0086- 1 . 

28.  The  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  will  receive  waste  generated  from  Los  Angeles,  San 
Bernardino,  Riverside,  and  Orange  counties,  as  well  as  local  communities.  The  County 
of  San  Diego  is  presently  committed  to  handling  its  own  waste  and  does  not  transport 
their  waste  to  other  counties.  A recently  released  report  indicates  that  San  Diego  County 
has  10  years  of  remaining  landfill  capacity  (CIWMB  draft  report  2/20/92).  Additional 
environmental  review  will  be  required  for  any  jurisdiction  desiring  to  use  the  Eagle 
Mountain  landfill  in  the  future.  The  Solid  Waste  Management  Plan  states  that  “.  . . it 
is  illegal  to  dispose  of  solid  waste  at  Riverside  County-operated  Class  III  landfills  which 
have  been  generated  in  other  counties,  without  prior  approval.  . . . The  ultimate 
decision  to  allow  importation  of  any  solid  waste  whether  in  a private  or  public  facility 
shall  rest  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  a case-by-case  analysis”  (page  IV-5). 

29.  See  Response  0021-19.  There  is  a cost  for  shipping  and  storage  of  recyclables  to  Eagle 
Mountain.  Recyclers  will  have  to  weigh  the  costs  of  this  against  local  storage,  expatri- 
ation, or  immediate  reuse.  The  transport  of  the  remaining  materials  to  be  temporarily 
stored  at  Eagle  Mountain  is  discussed  on  page  41  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
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30.  On  October  9, 1991,  EPA  promulgated  final  revisions  to  40  CFR  257  and  added  40  CFR 
258  to  the  federal  Criteria  for  Classification  of  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Facilities  and 
Practices.  This  new  promulgation  incorporates  the  final  version  of  what  is  commonly 
called  Subtitle  D.  The  revisions  to  40  CFR  257  essentially  involve  conforming  changes 
that  make  this  part  consistent  with  the  new  Part  258.  The  new  Part  258  sets  forth  new 
federal  minimum  criteria  for  municipal  solid  waste  landfills  (MSWLFs).  These  new 
federal  criteria  were  modeled  after  California’s  Code  of  Regulations  Title  23,  Chapter 
1 5,  in  many  respects.  The  new  regulations  also  include  other  requirements  that  are  similar 
to  other  state  regulations  that  apply  to  landfills. 

40  CFR  258  establishes  federal  criteria  for  landfill  siting,  facility  design  and  operations, 
groundwater  monitoring  requirements,  corrective  action  requirements,  financial  assur- 
ance requirements,  and  closure  and  post-closure  care  requirements.  The  effective  date 
of  the  new  regulations  is  24  months  after  date  of  publication  (i.e.,  September  1993). 

The  landfill  design  will  comply  with  the  new  federal  landfill  regulations  contained  in  40 
CFR  257-258,  which  were  adopted  after  the  draft  EIS/EFR  was  published.  See  Response 
0111-10  above.  The  proposed  monitoring  program  for  this  project  will  exceed  the 
requirements  of  these  new  regulations. 

31.  The  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  project  will  not  be  directly  involved  in  recycling  efforts. 
Instead,  recycling  programs  will  be  a mandatory  component  of  the  MRFs  and  transfer 
stations.  It  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  owner/operator  of  each  local  agency  to  ensure 
that  the  goals  of  AB  939  are  implemented.  The  City  of  Los  Angeles  has  recently  adopted 
an  ordinance  which  requires  the  diversion  of  recyclable  municipal  materials.  If  refuse 
does  not  comply  with  the  provisions  of  AB  939,  it  will  not  be  taken  to  Eagle  Mountain. 

The  County  may  allow  refuse  which  has  not  been  processed  by  a MRF  to  be  accepted  at 
Eagle  Mountain  but  under  emergency  circumstances  only. 

32.  In  compliance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  and  the  California  Environ- 
mental Quality  Act,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  provides  a discussion  of  alternative  sites  to  the 
proposed  project  (Section  E.G.,  Analysis  of  Alternative  Sites,  page  77).  A total  of  seven 
alternative  sites  are  discussed  in  detail  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  which  includes  sites  in  Los 
Angeles  County.  While  neither  NEPA  nor  CEQA  specifies  the  number  of  sites  to  be 
addressed,  a reasonable  range  of  sites  must  be  evaluated  in  those  cases  where  consider- 
ation of  an  alternate  is  warranted.  Five  additional  sites  were  considered  but  eliminated 
from  detailed  analysis  (see  page  105  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 

33.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  concludes  that  the  environmental  impacts  at  Eagle  Mountain  and 
Amboy  would  be  fairly  similar  (85-86).  Eagle  Mountain  has  a greater  total  capacity, 
however. 
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34.  See  Response  0006-1. 

35.  The  economic  benefits  realized  from  the  proposed  project,  including  County  tipping  fees, 
are  addressed  in  the  Socioeconomic  section  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  477).  Also  Refer 
to  Response  0018-3. 

36.  The  Proposed  Action  alternative  presented  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  includes  transporting 
16,000  tpd  of  waste  by  rail  and  4,000  tpd  by  truck.  By  proposing  an  alternative  without 
truck  haulage,  the  environmental  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  each  form  of  trans- 
portation are  more  easily  compared  and  contrasted.  The  Reduced  Landfill  Operations 
alternative  attempts  to  reduce  some  of  the  biological  impacts  while  maintaining  the  truck 
component  to  serve  the  local  desert  waste  disposal  needs.  The  analysis  was  prepared  to 
cover  a reasonable  range  of  alternatives.  It  should  be  noted  that  since  the  preparation  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  number  of  daily  truck  trips  to  the  site  has  been  reduced  by  half 
from  200  to  100.  This  reduced  truck  scenario  is  described  in  Section  n.B.2  of  the  final 
EIS/EIR. 

37.  Section  15126  (subd.  [d])  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines  states  that  an  EIR  must  describe  a 
range  of  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  which  could  feasibly  attain  the 
basic  objectives  of  the  project.  The  guidelines  add  that  “the  discussion  of  alternatives 
shall  focus  on  alternatives  capable  of  eliminating  any  significant  adverse  environmental 
effects  or  reducing  them  to  a level  of  insignificance.  ...”  An  alternative  which 
considers  the  rail-only  transport  of  20,000  tons  per  day  of  refuse  was  not  developed 
because  it  would  represent  additional  and  more  adverse  air  quality  impacts. 

38.  The  Rail-Only  Alternative  does  not  specifically  preclude  waste  from  Riverside  and/or 
San  Bernardino  counties;  however,  it  may  not  be  economically  feasible  to  do  so.  See 
Response  0111-37  above. 

39.  Each  alternative,  except  the  No  Action  alternative,  includes  accepting  local  waste  from 
the  towns  of  Eagle  Mountain,  Desert  Center,  and  Lake  Tamarisk.  This  would  amount 
only  to  several  tons  of  waste  per  week. 

40.  Please  refer  to  Response  0015-2.  The  comment  acknowledges  that  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
does  discuss  impacts  from  MRFs.  The  lead  agency  (i.e.,  Riverside  County)  can  request 
that  other  agencies,  with  jurisdiction,  adopt  specific  siting  criteria  for  MRFs. 

41.  Please  refer  to  Response  0015-2. 

42.  The  transfer  stations  will  be  operated  under  the  standards  set  by  the  facility  permit  for  the 
individual  station. 
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43.  As  the  proposed  project  is  a Class  III  nonhazardous  solid  waste  facility,  the  transport  of 
hazardous  materials  to  the  landfill  site  would  not  be  permitted.  See  Response  0002-8. 

44.  See  Response  Oil  1-43  above. 

45 . The  agency  which  regulates  health  and  safety  in  the  workplace  is  CAL  OSHA.  The  facility 
permit  required  for  each  transfer  station  would  mandate  the  implementation  of  a health 
and  safety  program  (as  discussed  on  pages  146-147  and  347-349  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR) 
to  ensure  that  a healthy  and  safe  environment  is  provided  for  all  employees.  Worker 
safety  at  Eagle  Mountain  is  discussed  on  pages  347-349  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

46.  Detection  of  radioactive  materials  will  be  performed  at  the  materials  recovery  facilities 
at  the  container  loading  point  and  prior  to  container  discharge  at  the  landfill  (page  40  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR).  This  will  be  accomplished  by  passing  the  loads  through  a radioactive 
detector.  This  device  will  signal  the  presence  of  radioactive  material.  Upon  identifica- 
tion of  a container  in  which  there  is  suspected  radioactive  material,  it  will  be  off-loaded 
at  the  tipping  floor  for  inspection  by  workers  using  hand-held  monitoring  equipment. 
When  located,  the  radioactive  material  will  be  manually  removed  to  an  authorized 
radioactive  waste  facility  (pages  39-40  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 

47.  For  the  fuel  consumption  estimates  for  rail  hauling  on  Southern  Pacific  tracks,  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  assumed  that  fully  loaded  trains  traveled  from  Southern  Pacific’s  Los  Angeles 
Transportation  Center  (SPLATC)  to  Ferrum  Junction.  The  empty  trains  would  return 
via  this  same  route.  The  fuel  consumption  estimates  accounted  for  the  various  grade 
changes  along  the  route,  using  information  on  diesel  locomotive  throttle  settings  supplied 
by  Southern  Pacific. 

The  SPLATC  is  a major  rail  yard  facility  in  East  Los  Angeles,  located  approximately  in 
the  center  of  the  Los  Angeles/Orange  County  rail  network.  It  is  not  possible  to  provide 
greater  detail  regarding  the  location  of  railcar  loading  points  in  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin, 
because  no  urban  transfer  stations  have  been  proposed  at  this  time. 

48.  As  shown  in  Table  51  of  the  draft  EIS/ELR  (page  575),  the  fuel  consumption  value  of 
2,160  gallons  per  day  is  due  to  truck  travel  associated  with  the  urban  transfer  stations 
and  not,  as  stated  by  the  commenter,  with  travel  along  the  rail  spur.  The  commenter  is 
correct  in  noticing  that  the  fuel  consumption  rate  for  rail  transport  shown  in  Table  51  is 
incorrect.  The  correct  value  for  fuel  consumption  associated  with  rail  transport  (Eagle 
Mountain  as  well  as  Southern  Pacific  rail  hauling)  is  21,404  gallons  per  day  rather  than 
10,425  gallons  per  day.  This  fuel  consumption  rate  is  for  the  estimated  4.7  trains  that 
would  be  required  to  transport  the  18,000  tons  per  day  of  refuse.  The  project  does  not 
propose  to  use  6 trains  per  day;  the  document  clearly  states  on  page  356  that  “‘the  proposed 
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action  is  capable  of  accepting  up  to  six  trains  per  day  [emphasis  added].”  The  revision 
to  Table  51  is  noted  in  Section  VI  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

49.  The  fuel  consumption  estimates  for  rail  transport  given  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  assume  that 
each  train  consists  of  14  articulated  railcars,  with  each  car  capable  of  transporting  10 
refuse  containers.  The  fuel  consumption  estimates  associated  with  rail  transport  given 
in  Appendix  E include  the  empty  weight  of  each  refuse  container  (approximately  5 tons) 
and  the  empty  weight  of  each  railcar  (approximately  89  tons). 

50.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  concludes  that  the  proposed  rail  haul  project  would  use  more  than 
double  (123  percent)  the  amount  of  diesel  fuel  than  conventional  landfill  disposal 
practices  (page  374).  LFG  production  is  likely  to  be  low;  consequently,  the  estimate  for 
when  enough  would  be  produced  to  offset  diesel  fuel  consumption  is  highly  speculative 
(21  to  63  years  of  operation).  This  information  is  provided  to  the  reader  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  to  fully  disclose  the  potential  energy  consumption  of  the  proposed  project. 

51.  The  Executive  Summary  clearly  states  that  the  air  quality  impacts  of  the  project  are 
considered  significant  and  not  mitigated.  Table  S-2  in  the  Executive  Summary  also  states 
that  some  air  quality  impacts  are  significant  and  not  mitigated.  The  Summary  of 
Environmental  Impacts — Comparison  of  On-  Site  Alternatives  (page  76)  also  states  that 
some  air  quality  impacts  are  significant  and  not  mitigated.  The  Analysis  of  Alternative 
Sites  (page  85)  states  that  air  quality  impacts  are  significant  and  not  mitigated.  The 
quotation  from  page  368  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  mentioned  in  this  comment  refers  to  an 
explanation  of  the  assumptions  and  guidelines  used  for  assessment  of  environmental 
impacts  in  the  Air  Quality  section  of  the  document.  As  explained,  most  of  the  air 
emissions  from  the  project  originate  from  vehicles  (trains  and  trucks),  not  point  sources, 
and,  hence,  are  not  subject  to  regulation.  Nevertheless,  the  air  quality  technical  report 
uses  point  source  regulations  to  interpret  the  air  quality  impacts. 

52.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  acknowledges  that  the  proposed  project  would  have  a significant 
impact  on  air  quality  in  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  139-146). 
The  comparison  of  project  impacts  with  SO2  emissions  from  motor  vehicles  is  mislead- 
ing, because  on-road  motor  vehicles  are  small  contributors  to  basinwide  SO2  emissions. 

53.  See  Responses  01 1 l-54a  through  d below. 

54a.  For  the  “No  Project”  alternative,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  assumed  that  the  emissions  associated 
with  the  urban  transfer  station  represented  a portion  of  the  truck  emissions  generated  by 
hauling  refuse  to  existing  landfills  in  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin.  Therefore,  the  emissions 
associated  with  the  urban  transfer  stations  are  included  in  the  emissions  estimate  for  the 
“No  Project”  alternative. 
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54b.  See  Response  01 1 l-54a  above. 

54c.  The  reduction  in  air  emission  estimates  associated  with  the  mitigated  urban  transfer 
stations  is  due  to  regulatory  requirements  for  the  on-highway  trucks  used  by  the  transfer 
stations.  The  introductory  statement  on  page  105  of  Appendix  E explains  how  regulatory 
requirements  were  or  were  not  used  as  mitigation.  Because  the  mitigation  measures 
associated  with  on-highway  trucks  are  adopted  and  implemented  by  regulatory  agencies, 
they  are  binding  regardless  of  the  status  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  project. 

54d.  See  Response  Oil l-54c  above. 

55.  The  purpose  of  the  table  cited  by  the  commenter  (Table  33;  page  100  in  Appendix  E)  is 
to  show  that  if  the  landfill  gas  flares  were  not  equipped  with  emission  controls,  the  project 
may  trigger  federal  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  requirements.  However,  as 
discussed  on  page  90  of  Appendix  E,  emission  controls  on  the  flares  are  included  as  part 
of  the  project  design  in  order  to  comply  with  SCAQMD  and  with  EPA  emission 
standards.  Therefore,  for  the  mitigated  project,  no  further  emission  reductions  associated 
with  the  landfill  gas  flares  are  given  (Appendix  E,  page  132). 

56.  According  to  conversations  with  technical  representatives  from  Caterpillar  Incorporated, 
gasoline  engines  are  not  used  in  heavy  construction  equipment  due  to  power  and  duty 
cycle  limitations.  Caterpillar  does  not  supply  any  gasoline  engine  powered  heavy 
construction  equipment  and  is  not  planning  on  developing  any  gasoline  engines  for  use 
in  this  type  of  equipment  in  the  future. 

57.  See  Response  0093-5.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  the  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
anticipated  future  projects  likely  to  produce  cumulative  impacts  on  pages  585-588  and 
on  page  582  indicates  that  regional  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  are  discussed  in  the 
SCAQMD  Plan  (1989). 

58.  See  Response  0093-5. 

59.  The  growth-inducing  impacts  of  the  project,  when  considered  individually  and  cumula- 
tively, are  considered  positive  and  not  significant  because  the  service  capability  required 
by  the  increased  population  is  already  available. 

60.  Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  6)  discusses  the  impacts  of  various  air  pollutants 
on  public  health  and  welfare.  The  California  ambient  air  quality  standards  are  explained 
and  the  project’s  impact  on  these  standards  is  analyzed  throughout  the  air  quality 
appendix.  Each  criteria  pollutant  is  discussed  for  both  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  and  the 
Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  (pages  8-39).  Responses  0003-38  and  0003-40  summarize 


320 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EER 


DOCUMENT  0111 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


DOCUMENT  01 11 


the  Level  2 Health  Risk  Assessment  which  may  be  found  in  Appendix  M,  Attachment 
9,  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

61a.  In  comparing  equal  tonnages  going  to  Eagle  Mountain  via  rail  versus  conventional 
landfills  via  trucks,  the  commenter  is  correct  in  noting  that  the  total  accidents  per  year 
by  rail  would  be  slightly  less  than  total  accidents  per  year  by  truck  once  the  distances  are 
accounted  for.  The  statement  that  . . rail  freight  accidents  are  frequently  massive 
events  . . .”  is  incorrect,  however.  Response  0102-84  reviews  rail  accident  records  and 
notes  that  most  accidents  are  relatively  minor. 

61b.  The  effect  of  the  project  on  the  probability  of  train-related  motor  vehicle  accidents  is 
addressed  on  pages  358-359  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  in  the  discussion  of  At-Grade 
Crossings. 

62.  See  Responses  0001-119,  120,  121,  122,  123,  124,  125,  and  126. 

63.  Approximately  150  acres  of  Category  III  desert  tortoise  habitat  would  be  directly 
impacted  through  the  widening  and  extension  of  Eagle  Mountain  Road  (Appendix  F, 
page  80;  draft  EIS/EIR,  page  448).  This  represents  a worst-case  scenario.  No  direct 
impacts  to  Category  I desert  tortoise  habitat  are  expected. 

64.  No  deaths  or  injuries  are  anticipated  from  tortoise  translocation.  See  Response  0106-4. 

65.  See  Response  106-4. 

66.  See  Response  0107-3.  Additionally,  the  landfill  final  cover  will  provide  far  more  chance 
for  revegetation  to  succeed  than  now  exists  with  the  existing  reclamation  plan  that  calls 
for  no  action. 

67.  Provided  the  native  seed  mix  is  applied  correctly,  there  should  not  be  the  massive  erosion 
problems.  A good  cover  of  annual  grasses  and  forbs  supplemented  with  woody  perennial 
shrubs  and  trees  is  sufficient  to  control  most  erosion  problems.  The  roots  of  the  woody 
perennial  species  will  be  able  to  penetrate  the  compacted  barrier  layer  much  like  they 
penetrate  a hard  caliche  layer  in  natural  desert  soils. 

68.  This  comment  does  not  accurately  reflect  what  the  draft  EIS/EIR  says.  The  document 
says:  “Copies  of  this  report  may  be  obtained  from  SCAG  or  reviewed  at  the  Desert  Center 
library”  (p.  243).  SCAG  has  a phone  number  for  its  public  information  office,  which 
will  mail  any  SCAG  report  upon  request.  Also,  all  major  SCAG  reports  such  as  the 
referenced  report  are  distributed  to  member  jurisdictions  and  central  libraries.  The  SCAG 
report  was  also  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  at  pages  77-79. 
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Additionally,  an  amplification  of  the  economic  analysis  was  presented  to  the  Riverside 
Planning  Commission  on  November  13,  1991.  The  report  was  prepared  by  Peat, 
Marwick  and  Associates  for  MRC  and  submitted  as  public  testimony.  The  public 
testimony  may  be  obtained  from  the  County  of  Riverside. 

69.  Since  the  United  States  is  overall  an  importer  of  fossil  fuels,  this  project,  together  with 
any  other  requiring  energy  expenditure,  will  contribute  to  increasing  the  need  for  those 
imports.  Whether  or  not  importation  of  fossil  fuel  causes  a trade  deficit  is  dependent  on 
the  balance  of  the  country’s  exports  and  is  not  a relevant  discussion  in  this  draft  EIS/EIR. 

70.  Appendix  H of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  states  that  “The  noise  measurements  were  conducted 
on  December  13  and  14, 1989,  at  10  locations  around  the  proposed  landfill  site  along  rail 
lines  and  roadways  that  will  be  utilized  by  the  project.  Measurements  were  conducted 
between  10  a.m.  and  6 p.m.  for  a minimum  duration  of  15  minutes”  (p.  5).  The  landfill 
will  operate  during  daylight  hours  only.  For  a discussion  of  noise  impacts  to  wildlife, 
see  Responses  0097-23,  25,  and  40. 

DOCUMENT  0112  Letter  from  Citizens  for  the  Chuckwalla  Valley,  no  date 

This  correspondence  represents  a petition  opposing  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  landfill.  It 

does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence,  no  response  is 

necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0113  Letter  from  Donna  Charpied,  September  18, 1991 

1.  This  comment  is  correct.  Several  items  brought  up  in  the  scoping  sessions  of  1989  have 
not  been  addressed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR;  however,  these  items  are  responded  to  in  the 
final  EIS/EIR.  Donna  Charpied  of  Desert  Center  is  on  the  mailing  list  to  receive  the  final 
EIS/EIR. 

2.  These  allegations  have  been  reported  to  the  Riverside  County  Department  of  Health  for 
investigation.  They  do  not  relate  to  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and 
no  further  response  is  necessary. 

3.  This  comment  is  related  to  the  Riverside  County  Waste  Management  Department  landfill 
located  approximately  five  miles  north  of  Desert  Center  and  does  not  relate  to  the 
proposed  action  described  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

4.  See  Response  01 13-2. 

5.  See  Response  0113-2. 
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6.  See  Response  0113-2. 

7.  This  comment  does  not  relate  to  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  no 
further  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  01 14  Letter  from  Donna  Charpied,  August  28, 1991 

The  majority  of  these  comments  were  presented  at  the  public  hearing  in  Desert  Center  on 

August  28,  1991.  These  comments  have  been  addressed  in  Document  0027.  Reference  to  the 

responses  is  provided  below. 

1.  See  Response  0027-20. 

2.  See  Response  0027-21. 

3.  See  Response  0027-21. 

4.  See  Response  0027-22. 

5.  See  Responses  0021-12  and  0027-24. 

6.  See  Response  0027-25. 

7.  See  Response  0027-26. 

8.  See  Response  0027-27. 

9.  See  Response  0027-28. 

10.  The  discrepancy  between  the  SC  AG  study  and  the  projected  capacity  of  the  proposed 
project  cannot  be  accounted  for.  The  projected  life  span  of  the  project  is  based  on  the 
most  current  landfill  design  as  depicted  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Landfill  footprint  and  final 
elevations  are  detailed  in  the  project  description  of  the  draft  document. 

11.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  no 
further  response  is  necessary. 

12.  As  a Class  HI  nonhazardous  municipal  solid  waste  landfill,  state  law  will  not  permit  the 
Eagle  Mountain  landfill  to  accept  “infectious  materials.”  Only  nonhazardous  solid  waste 
such  as  garbage,  trash,  refuse,  paper,  rubbish,  industrial  waste,  ashes,  appliances,  food 
waste,  and  other  materials  will  be  accepted,  provided  that  such  wastes  do  not  contain 
waste  which  must  be  managed  as  hazardous  waste  or  wastes  with  soluble  pollutants  in 
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concentrations  that  exceed  water  quality  objectives.  A discussion  of  the  load-checking 
process  is  provided  on  pages  39-40  and  33 1 -333  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Also  see  Response 
0002-8. 

DOCUMENT  0115  Letter  from  Donna  and  Larry  Charpied,  September  20, 1991 

1.  Department  of  Water  Resources  Bulletin  No.  118  does  not  indicate  the  Chuckwalla 
aquifer  is  directly  connected  to  the  Coachella  Valley  aquifer.  The  figure  in  question  (on 
page  84  of  Bulletin  No.  118)  shows  the  western  boundary  of  the  Chuckwalla  Valley  basin 
(7-5)  separated  from  the  Orocopia  basin  (7-31)  which  extends  approximately  30  miles 
further  west.  At  the  western  end  of  the  Orocopia  basin  (7-31),  a second  boundary 
separates  that  basin  from  the  Coachella  Valley  basin  (7-21).  Bulletin  91-7  is  a 1963 
report  of  data  on  water  wells  and  springs  in  the  Chuckwalla  Valley  area.  Two  sentences 
refer  to  the  groundwater  gradient.  “Examination  of  all  water  levels  in  the  valley  indicates 
a ground-water  gradient  from  the  Desert  Center  area  eastward  toward  the  gap  between 
Mule  Mountains  and  McCoy  Mountains.  The  gradient  is  steeper  in  the  western  half  of 
the  valley  and  is  nearly  flat  in  the  eastern  part.”  The  report  makes  no  reference  to 
groundwater  flows,  flows  into  the  Colorado  River,  or  flows  to  the  Coachella  Valley.  In 
other  words,  groundwater  from  the  proposed  landfill  site  does  not  flow  towards  the 
Coachella  Valley. 

2.  See  Responses  0002-7,  13a,  and  13b. 

3.  Long-term  testing  of  high  density  polyethylene  by  the  federal  EPA  has  shown  no 
degradation  of  this  material  in  contact  with  municipal  solid  waste.  Additionally.  HDPE 
is  the  material  recommended  by  the  EPA  for  use  as  a hazardous  waste  landfill  liner.  See 
also  Responses  0001-1 1 and  0026-29. 

4.  See  Response  0115-3.  The  main  element  of  the  leachate  collection  system  is  the  HDPE 
liner.  Leachate  recovery  will  be  effected  by  using  pumps  located  in  permanent  riser  pipes 
emplaced  during  the  early  stages  of  landfill  construction. 

5.  “State  of  the  art”  for  municipal  solid  waste  landfills  is  a single  composite  liner  formed 
from  a synthetic  flexible  membrane  liner  and  a low  permeability  soil  layer.  Double 
composite  liners  are  prescribed  for  the  land  disposal  of  hazardous  waste,  which  is  not 
required  for  the  proposed  Class  III  landfill.  See  also  Responses  0001-25,  0001-33,  and 
0026-33. 

6.  This  comment  references  a test  leakage  rate  which  assumes  a buildup  of  a one-foot  depth 
of  leachate  on  the  liner  for  a period  of  15  years.  The  proposed  liner  system  includes  a 
leachate  collection  and  removal  system  which  would  prevent  such  a buildup  and  reduce 
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the  potential  for  leakage  below  a level  of  significance.  See  also  Responses  0001-11, 
0001-25,  0001-33,  and  0026-33. 

7.  See  Response  0115-6  above.  The  cited  failures  are  for  what  is  commonly  called  a 
dendritic  type  of  leachate  collection  and  removal  system.  A dendritic  system  is  composed 
of  a series  of  perforated  pipes  laid  in  trenches  backfilled  with  gravel  drainrock.  The  cited 
types  of  failures  in  this  comment  are  the  reasons  a blanket-type  leachate  collection  system 
has  been  selected  for  the  proposed  project.  This  blanket  drainage  system  avoids  pipes 
that  may  clog. 

8.  See  Responses  0001-8,  15,  18,  25,  and  33.  See  also  Responses  0002-4  and  0073-1. 

9.  Pressure  is  required  to  drive  either  a fluid  or  a gas/vapor  through  the  proposed  landfill 
cover.  The  proposed  drainage  plan  is  designed  to  prevent  ponding  of  water  necessary  to 
create  the  pressure  needed  for  water  to  percolate  through  the  cover.  Due  to  the  hot  and 
dry  climate  at  the  site,  moisture  in  the  refuse  can  evaporate  through  the  cover  material, 
since  water  vapor  can  rise  in  air.  However,  much  of  this  water  vapor  will  be  extracted 
with  the  landfill  gas  by  the  proposed  gas  extraction  system  and  become  landfill  gas 
condensate. 

10.  Fluids  will  not  be  introduced  into  the  landfill.  See  Responses  0001-8, 15, 18,25,33,  111, 
112,  and  116;  0002-4  and  6;  and  0073-1. 

11.  See  Response  0115-6,  7,  and  9. 

1 2.  The  reference  to  the  degraded  condition  at  Eagle  Mountain  pertains  to  the  Eagle  Mountain 
mine  area  and  not  the  townsite  of  Eagle  Mountain. 

13.  No  tortoises  will  be  transported  from  the  area  where  they  are  found,  but  only  moved  out 
of  harm’s  way  approximately  300  feet.  No  tortoises  will  be  euthanized. 

14.  See  Response  0027-82. 

15.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

1 6.  Please  refer  to  Response  0033- 1 . 

17.  This  comment  cites  a study  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  which  documents  the  suitability 
of  the  fine  tailing  material  for  a soil  liner.  Sulfate  ions  are  not  in  themselves  hazardous 
and  are  common  to  all  dirt,  rock,  and  soil.  The  material  has  been  tested  and  there  is  no 
evidence  that  it  contains  any  potentially  hazardous  material  (page  321). 
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18.  The  proposed  improvements  to  Eagle  Mountain  Road  are  not  expected  to  alter  the 
drainage  of  the  natural  washes;  rather,  drainage  will  be  improved  through  the  use  of 
culverts.  Although  the  jojoba  hermaphrodite  specimens  referred  to  may  be  scientifically 
rare,  the  species  itself  is  not  considered  threatened  at  this  time;  therefore,  impacts  to  jojoba 
are  not  considered  significant. 

1 9.  Please  refer  to  Response  0027-58. 

20.  See  Response  0027-58. 

2 1 . The  establishment  of  recycling  centers  at  existing  landfills  is  discussed  on  page  1 07  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR.  As  with  other  waste  diversion  programs,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  concludes 
that  there  will  continue  to  be  a need  for  additional  landfill  capacity  in  southern  California 
even  with  the  full  implementation  of  feasible  recycling  programs.  For  this  reason,  this 
category  of  alternatives  was  not  analyzed  in  detail.  Also,  see  Response  0026-39. 

DOCUMENT  0116  Letter  from  Elisa  Aguirre,  July  25, 1991 

1 .  See  Response  0012-1. 

DOCUMENT  0117  Letter  from  Emily  D.  P.  Nelson,  September  17, 1991 

1.  The  impacts  of  the  “Rail  Only”  alternative  are  fully  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (see 
Appendix  E,  pp.  174-189).  This  project  alternative  assumes  that  the  project  does  not 
receive  waste  generated  in  the  nearby  area  (approximately  4,000  tons/day)  which  would 
be  directly  transported  to  the  project  by  truck.  Therefore,  for  the  “Rail  Only”  alternative, 
the  maximum  amount  of  waste  transported  to  the  site  would  be  16,000  tons/day  rather 
than  20,000  tons/day.  Because  the  amount  of  waste  transported  by  rail  remains  the  same 
as  for  the  proposed  project,  it  is  not  necessary  to  increase  the  number  of  trains  used  to 
transport  waste  for  the  “Rail  Only”  alternative. 

2.  The  comment  is  unclear.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  provides  a detailed  analysis  of  the  emissions 
increase  associated  with  truck  and  rail  travel  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  and  for  all 
the  alternatives  considered  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  70-210).  The  net  emissions  change 
compared  with  the  “No  Project”  alternative  is  presented  as  well.  In  addition,  a compar- 
ison of  the  relative  emissions  for  trains  versus  truck  hauling,  expressed  on  a common 
basis  of  pounds  of  pollution  per  1 ,000  ton-miles  hauled,  is  contained  in  Response  0003-5. 

3.  The  relative  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  and  of  all  alternatives,  including  the  “No 
Project”  alternative,  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  separately  for  the  South  Coast  Air 
Basin  and  for  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin.  Figure  FEIR-AQ-3  found  in  Appendix  M 
(Attachment  2)  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  shows  relative  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  with 
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mitigation  and  of  the  “No  Project”  alternative  for  the  Coachella  Valley  and  the  Eagle 
Mountain  area.  In  addition,  Figure  FEIR-AQ-2,  also  found  in  Appendix  M (Attach- 
ment 2)  of  the  final  EIS/EIR,  compares  the  estimated  project  emissions  from  rail  and 
truck  travel  in  the  Coachella  Valley  with  estimates  of  emissions  from  all  sources  in  the 
Coachella  Valley. 

As  shown  on  Figure  FEIR-AQ-2,  the  estimated  impacts  from  the  proposed  project  in  the 
Coachella  Valley  will  result  in  an  increase  above  the  estimated  1991  emissions  baseline 
for  the  area.  The  emissions  increases  are  of  approximately  3.8  percent  for  NOx, 
approximately  0.5  percent  for  ROGs,  and  approximately  0.06  percent  for  PM  10  emis- 
sions. There  are  no  approved  regional  air  quality  models  which  can  be  used  to  perform 
the  analysis  requested.  Regional  photochemical  models,  such  as  those  used  to  prepare 
regional  air  quality  plans,  are  not  suitable  for  this  purpose,  because  they  are  insensitive 
to  changes  in  emissions  which  are  less  than  five  percent  of  the  regional  total.  The 
emissions  changes  associated  with  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  are  below  this  sensitivity 
threshold  in  both  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  and  in  the  Coachella  Valley.  The  analysis 
in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  was  performed  using  the  best  analytical  tools  available. 

4.  The  PM  1 0 mitigation  measures  for  the  proposed  project  are  discussed  in  Appendix  E (pp. 
105-131)  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Table  FEIR-AQ-2  found  in  Appendix  M (Attachment  2) 
of  the  final  EIS/EIR  shows  a comparison  between  the  mitigation  measures  recommended 
in  the  Coachella  Valley  PM  10  Plan  and  those  included  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  table 
also  includes  comments  explaining  why  some  mitigation  measures  are  not  deemed 
applicable  to  or  not  feasible  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  project. 

5.  Compliance  by  the  project  with  the  SCAQMD’s  New  Source  Review  requirements  is 
discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  102-105).  The  need  for  emissions 
offsets  is  discussed  in  this  section  as  well.  Discussions  with  SCAQMD’s  Engineering 
Division  staff  indicated  that  emissions  offsets  will  be  required  for  on-site  stationary 
equipment  and  mobile  equipment.  District  regulations  do  not  require  offsets  as  suggested 
by  the  comment. 

Neither  CEQA  nor  NEPA  require  the  provision  of  emissions  offsets,  which  are  emissions 
reductions  calculated  in  accordance  with  precise  regulatory  procedures.  Rather,  CEQA 
and  NEPA  require  an  accurate  assessment  of  the  air  quality  impacts  associated  with  a 
proposed  project;  a determination  as  to  whether  the  project’s  impacts  are  significant;  and 
the  use  of  all  practical  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  significant  impacts.  Both  the  draft 
and  the  final  EIS/EIR  comply  with  these  requirements. 

6.  In  general,  alternative  fuels  do  not  result  in  inherently  lower  emission  levels.  For 
on-highway  vehicles,  California’s  low  emission  vehicle  regulations  and  the  correspond- 
ing requirements  of  SCAQMD  Rule  1601  achieve  the  objectives  of  what  are  popularly 
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referred  to  as  “alternative  fuels.”  While  alternative  fuels  may  be  used  to  comply  with 
these  regulations,  they  are  not  essential,  nor  do  they  provide  any  air  quality  benefits  as 
compared  with  “traditional”  fuels  used  to  satisfy  the  same  regulations.  The  California 
and  the  SCAQMD  low  emission  vehicle  programs  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
(Appendix  E,  pp.  107-108). 

For  locomotives  and  landfill  equipment,  alternative  fuels  may  provide  air  quality 
benefits.  Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  (such  as 
methanol,  natural  gas,  or  liquefied  petroleum  gas)  as  well  as  electricity  for  locomotives 
(pp.  115-117)  and  for  landfill  equipment  (pp.  120-121).  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-16 
states  that  wherever  available,  electric  versions  of  landfill  equipment  such  as  overhead 
cranes,  crushers,  conveyors,  and  pugmills  will  be  used.  Where  not  available,  alternative- 
fuel  technology  will  be  used  depending  on  air  permitting  standards.  Electrification  of 
this  equipment  would  reduce  the  emissions  associated  with  landfill  equipment  by 
approximately  five  percent.  The  actual  emissions  reductions  associated  with  these 
measures  are  shown  in  Table  FEIR-AQ-4  (Appendix  M,  Attachment  2 of  the  final 
EIS/EIR). 

Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  to  include  a feasibility 
study  to  evaluate  the  potential  for  use  of  diesel  engines  with  selective  catalytic  reduction 
(SCR)  or  natural  gas  fuels  to  reduce  emissions  from  Eagle  Mountain  railway  locomotives. 
The  revised  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  includes  a specific  timetable  for  conducting  the 
feasibility  study.  A comparison  of  the  emissions  from  the  uncontrolled  diesel-fired, 
mitigated  diesel-fired,  and  natural  gas-fired  Eagle  Mountain  railway  locomotives  is 
shown  on  Table  FEIR-AQ-15  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  (Attachment  2 of  Appendix  M). 

No  quantification  of  air  quality  benefits  from  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  in  landfill 
equipment  is  possible  at  the  present  time,  because  no  alternative-fueled  engines  are 
available  for  the  types  of  equipment  expected  to  be  used  in  the  Eagle  Mountain  project. 

Electrification  of  the  52-mile  stretch  of  track  between  Ferrum  Junction  and  the  landfill 
site  was  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  as  potentially  feasible.  Mitigation  Measure 
AQ-10  requires  the  preparation  of  a feasibility  analysis  of  electrification  at  such  time  as 
there  is  sufficient  landfill  gas.  Table  FEIR-AQ-5  found  in  Appendix  M (Attachment  2) 
of  the  final  EIS/EIR  shows  the  reductions  in  locomotive-generated  emissions  which 
could  be  achieved  if  electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  is  found  to  be  feasible. 

7.  As  stated  above,  Table  FEIR-AQ-5  shows  the  reductions  in  locomotive-generated 
emissions  which  could  be  achieved  if  electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  is 
found  to  be  feasible.  Electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  is  not  considered 
feasible  at  this  time  because  of  the  steep  grades  and  several  major  turns  in  the  rail  line 
(page  386  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  Also,  the  costs  and  physical  disturbance  necessary  for 
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the  installation  of  the  catenary  cable  power  system  reduce  the  feasibility  of  this  measure. 
The  continued  review  of  the  feasibility  of  electrification  of  the  railway  is  part  of  the 
project’s  mitigation  measures.  The  electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway  will  be 
evaluated  when  sufficient  landfill  gas  is  generated  to  provide  the  required  electrical 
energy. 

Electrification  of  the  Southern  Pacific  main  line  was  not  evaluated  as  a mitigation 
measure  because  neither  the  project  applicant  nor  the  lead  agencies  nor  any  responsible 
agency  would  have  the  authority  to  implement  or  require  such  a mitigation  measure  for 
this  project.  While  at  the  present  time  both  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  and  the 
South  Coast  AQMD  are  exploring  ways  to  reduce  locomotive  emissions,  including 
options  for  electrification  of  the  Southern  Pacific  main  line,  the  effects  of  such  potential 
regulations  are  at  this  time  considered  remote  and  speculative. 

8.  The  risk  assessment  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  use  of  on-site  meteorological  data  and 
updated  unit  risk  values.  The  worst-case  cancer  risk  is  estimated  to  be  2.2  in  a million. 
The  most  probable  cancer  risk  is  estimated  to  be  1 .0  in  a million.  South  Coast  Air  Quality 
Management  District  Rule  1401  provides  that  a project  may  be  approved,  if  the  project 
uses  best  available  control  technology  for  toxics  and  the  cancer  risk  does  not  exceed  10 
in  one  million. 

With  respect  to  the  request  to  estimate  the  regional  population  exposure  to  carcinogenic 
emissions  from  transport  vehicles,  it  is  expected  that  the  trains  and  trucks  will  emit 
compounds  that  are  considered  cancer-causing  (e.g.,  polycyclic  aromatic  hydrocarbons, 
formaldehyde,  and  heavy  metals).  However,  the  analytical  tools  have  not  been  developed 
to  assess  long-term  regional  health  impacts  to  large  populations  from  intermittent  line 
sources,  such  as  railroads  and  highways.  The  models  used  to  predict  long-term  impacts 
from  stationary  sources  (e.g.,  ISCST,  COMPLEX  1,  SHORTZ)  do  not  handle  short-term 
transient  emissions,  such  as  the  emissions  from  a train  passing  a given  receptor  for  a few 
minutes  several  times  per  day.  The  results  of  acceptable  models  for  line  sources  (e.g., 
C ALINE)  are  highly  dependent  on  wind  conditions,  which  vary  greatly  over  the  large 
distances  that  trains  and  trucks  may  travel.  Puff  models  (e.g.,  INPUFF)  used  to  analyze 
short-term  releases  (over  a few  seconds  or  minutes)  are  best  suited  for  accidental  release 
situations.  For  predictions  of  long-term  risks,  their  reliability  is  suspect.  Therefore,  the 
available  dispersion  models  cannot  be  expected  to  predict  reliably  the  long-term  impacts 
from  line  sources  on  a regional  basis. 

Since  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  the  most  likely  worst-case  risk  associated  with  the 
proposed  project  (based  on  a screening  analysis)  and  since  mitigation  measures  have 
been  proposed  to  address  this  risk  (in  the  form  of  additional  analysis  and  ultimate  denial 
of  the  project  if  unacceptable  health  risks  remain  after  mitigation),  no  further  changes  in 
this  discussion  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  are  deemed  necessary. 
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9.  The  health  risk  assessment  has  been  revised,  as  described  in  Attachment  9 in  Appendix 
M of  the  final  EIS/EIR,  to  reflect  on-site  meteorological  data  and  updated  unit  risk  values. 
As  stipulated  by  the  Air  Toxics  Act  (AB  2588),  if  the  district  determines  that  the 
emissions  pose  a significant  health  risk,  the  facility  operator  will  have  to  provide  notice 
to  all  exposed  individuals  regarding  the  results  of  the  assessment 

10.  The  screening  level/risk  assessment  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  was  prepared  in 
accordance  with  the  CAPCOA  Guidelines  that  provide  directions  on  such  initial  assess- 
ments. As  discussed  in  the  previous  response,  a revised  risk  assessment  has  been 
prepared.  In  response  to  several  comments  on  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  revised  assessment 
clarifies  the  earlier  work  by  providing  a better  description  of  the  data  on  which  the 
emission  estimates  were  based  and  the  procedures  used  in  the  assessment.  Furthermore, 
the  revised  assessment  adds  a discussion  of  the  potential  chronic  non-cancer  health 
impacts,  which  were  found  to  be  at  acceptable  levels.  See  Response  01 15-8  above. 

DOCUMENT  01 18  Letter  from  FIT  (future-in-trouble)  Environment,  September  24, 

1991 

1.  The  comment  is  not  clear.  Mitigation  measures  for  the  proposed  project  are  fully 
discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  105-131). 

2.  See  Responses  0001-4,  5,  7,  8,  10,  15,  18,  25,  33,  111,  and  1 12  and  0002-4  and  6. 

3.  The  potential  for  vectors  and  associated  diseases  generated  by  the  proposed  project  would 
be  reduced  by  implementing  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  project  design.  These 
measures  are  described  on  pages  345-346  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

4.  See  Responses  0001-21,  22,  23,  24,  1 1 1,  1 12,  1 14,  1 15,  and  1 16. 

5.  See  Responses  0001-4,  5,  7,  8,  10,  15,  18,  25,  33,  1 1 1,  and  1 12  and  0002-4  and  6. 

6.  See  Response  0118-1. 

7.  Please  refer  to  Response  0026-3.  In  addition,  as  part  of  their  own  emergency  response 
planning,  MRC  would  maintain  adequate  staff  on-site  or  on  call  to  provide  clean-up 
workers  to  supplement  Southern  Pacific  workers  and  to  accomplish  trash  pickup  as 
necessary.  This  provision,  in  conjunction  with  existing  response  plans,  would  provide 
adequate  mitigation  for  the  potential  increase  in  accidents. 

8.  See  Response  0001-97. 
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9.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

10.  Please  refer  to  Response  0026-10  for  a discussion  of  measures  to  minimize  windblown 
debris  resulting  from  the  proposed  project. 

11.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

12.  The  expenditure  of  the  approximately  $30  million  per  year  host  community  fees  given 
to  Riverside  County  will  be  dictated  by  the  County  of  Riverside.  MRC  will  have  no  voice 
in  the  nature  of  the  expenditures. 

13.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

14.  Funds  collected  as  the  host  community  fees  will  be  expended  upon  the  authority  of 
Riverside  County  in  ways  which  the  County  deems  appropriate.  The  expenditure  of 
funds  set  aside  as  a contingency  against  potential  environmental  cleanup  will  be  admin- 
istered by  the  agency  having  jurisdiction  over  the  cleanup  process. 

DOCUMENT  0119  Letter  from  Grace  Jablow,  September  12, 1991 

1.  See  Response  0021-9. 

2.  See  Response  0059-3. 

3.  “First-rate”  tortoise  habitat  will  not  be  destroyed.  Also,  see  Responses  0027-79  and  80. 

4.  See  Responses  0001-4,  5,  7,  8,  10,  15,  18,25,33,  111,  and  1 12  and  0002-4  and  6. 

5.  See  Response  0002-23. 

6.  The  comment  is  only  partially  correct.  As  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E, 
pp.  204-210),  a comparison  between  the  “No  Project”  alternative  and  the  proposed 
project  with  mitigation  shows  that  the  proposed  project  with  mitigation  would  result  in 
a decrease  in  emissions  in  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  for  all  pollutants,  except  for  NOx 
emissions. 
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DOCUMENT  0120  Letter  from  California  Certified  Organic  Farmers,  September 

24, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0121  Letter  from  LaVonne  Rittenhouse,  September  11, 1991 

1.  Please  see  Response  0001-25. 

2.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence, 
no  response  is  necessary. 

3.  Traffic  and  air  quality  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
(Sections  IV.C.  and  IV.D.,  respectively).  Please  see  Responses  0017-10  and  0026-8  for 
a summary  of  project-related  traffic  and  air  quality  impacts. 

4.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

5.  Please  refer  to  Response  0006-1  for  a discussion  of  mandatory  regional  recycling 
programs. 

DOCUMENT  0122  Letter  from  Frances  McCall  Pearson,  September  13, 1991 

1.  Please  refer  to  Response  0003-40. 

2.  No  quantification  of  air  quality  benefits  derived  from  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  in 
locomotives  is  possible  at  this  time  because  no  alternative-fueled  locomotive  engines  are 
commercially  available  at  this  time.  Thus,  it  is  not  possible  to  compare  emission  impacts 
and/or  benefits  from  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  with  the  mitigation  measures  listed  in 
the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

The  feasibility  of  railway  electrification  is  discussed  in  Appendix  E (pp.  116-117)  for 
the  52-mile  stretch  of  track  between  Ferrum  Junction  and  the  landfill  site.  Electrification 
of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  is  not  considered  feasible  at  this  time  because  of  the  steep 
grades  and  several  major  turns  in  the  rail  line  (page  386  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  Also,  the 
costs  and  physical  disturbance  necessary  for  the  installation  of  the  catenary  cable  power 
system  reduce  the  feasibility  of  this  measure.  The  continued  review  of  the  feasibility  of 
electrification  of  the  railway  is  part  of  the  project’s  mitigation  measures  (AQ-10).  The 
electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway  will  be  evaluated  when  sufficient  landfill 
gas  is  generated  to  provide  the  required  electrical  energy.  Table  FEIR-AQ-5  (Appendix 
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M,  Attachment  2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR)  shows  the  reductions  in  locomotive-generated 
emissions  which  could  be  achieved  if  electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  is 
found  to  be  feasible. 

Electrification  of  the  Southern  Pacific  main  line  was  not  evaluated  as  a mitigation 
measure  because  neither  the  project  applicant  nor  the  lead  agencies  nor  any  responsible 
agency  would  have  the  authority  to  implement  or  require  such  a mitigation  measure  for 
this  project.  While  at  the  present  time  both  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  and  the 
South  Coast  AQMD  are  exploring  ways  to  reduce  locomotive  emissions,  including 
options  for  electrification  of  the  Southern  Pacific  main  line,  the  effects  of  such  potential 
regulations  are  at  this  time  considered  remote  and  speculative. 

3.  See  Response  0007-3. 

4.  It  is  unclear  if  the  comment  is  referring  to  a waste-to-energy  program  through  incineration 
of  the  refuse  or  the  generation  of  energy  through  the  process  of  recovering  landfill  gas 
resulting  from  decomposition  of  landfill  material.  The  feasibility  of  a waste-to-energy 
program  is  addressed  in  Response  0026-75.  The  recovery  of  energy  from  landfill  gas, 
though  highly  speculative,  is  discussed  in  Section  IV. O.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  See  also 
Response  0001-32. 

DOCUMENT  0123  Letter  from  Kristy  Baker,  September  2, 1991 

1.  The  issues  raised  in  this  comment  do  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR,  and  hence,  no  response  is  required. 

2.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  does  address  landfills  in  counties  where  waste  is  generated  (page  1 05). 
Other  potential  sites  in  these  areas  were  not  analyzed  in  further  detail  because  of  their 
limited  capacities  and  because  adequate  information  is  not  currently  available  regarding 
the  description  of  projects  at  these  sites. 

3.  Please  refer  to  Response  0006-1  for  a discussion  of  regional  mandatory  recycling 
programs. 

4.  The  content  of  this  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR,  and  hence,  no  response  is  required. 

5.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  required. 

6.  For  a discussion  of  regional  recycling  legislation,  please  refer  to  Response  0006-1. 
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7.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  required. 

8.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  required. 

9.  The  proposed  landfill  would  be  a Class  III  nonhazardous  municipal  solid  waste  facility 
and  as  such  would  only  accept  nonhazardous  solid  wastes  and  inert  wastes.  Any 
hazardous  waste  encountered  in  the  waste  stream  during  the  mandatory  screening  process 
at  the  MRFs  would  be  removed  and  transported  to  a licensed  hazardous  waste  facility  by 
licensed  hazardous  waste  carriers.  Hazardous  wastes  would  not  be  permanently  stored 
on-site. 

10.  For  a discussion  of  the  liner  characteristics  and  potential  for  decay,  please  refer  to 
Responses  0001-10  and  0002-4.  All  refuse  transported  to  the  site  will  be  screened  to 
detect  the  presence  of  radioactive  materials.  A description  of  the  process  is  provided  on 
page  332  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (also  see  Response  0021-15).  This  process  will  eliminate 
the  potential  for  any  radioactive  contamination  to  the  area. 

11.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  includes  a discussion  of  transport  of  air  pollutants  from  one  basin  to 
another  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  46-50). 

12.  Project  impacts  to  biological  resources  are  discussed  on  pages  446-470  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR. 

13.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  and 
hence,  no  response  is  required. 

14.  Impacts  from  rail  operations  and  at-grade  crossings  associated  with  the  proposed  project 
are  considered  insignificant  (see  Section  IV. C.  1 and  IV. C. 2 of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  See 
Response  0026-3  for  a discussion  of  the  emergency  response  plans  for  potential  rail 
accidents  involving  solid  waste.  Also,  operators  and  haulers  are  required  to  carry  liability 
insurance  against  accidents.  MRC  will  fund  additional  adequate  insurance  for  the 
cleanup  and  environmental  response  to  potential  accidental  spills. 

15.  The  proposed  landfill  would  be  a Class  HI  nonhazardous  municipal  solid  waste  facility 
and  as  such  would  only  accept  nonhazardous  solid  wastes  and  inert  wastes.  In  the  event 
that  hazardous  materials  illegally  enter  the  waste  stream,  the  transfer  stations  would 
provide  methods  to  detect,  collect,  temporarily  store,  and  transport  the  unacceptable 
material  to  a licensed  hazardous  waste  facility.  Details  of  the  screening  process  at  a 
typical  transfer  station  is  provided  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  48-49  and  331-332).  See 
Response  0002-8  for  more  details  of  this  process. 
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16.  The  content  of  this  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR,  and  hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

17.  See  Response  0110-16. 

18.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  required. 

19.  Please  refer  to  Response  0006-1  for  a discussion  of  mandatory  recycling  programs. 

20.  The  purchase  of  dedicated  open  space  land  to  compensate  for  impacts  to  habitats  from 
development  is  one  option  available  to  the  BLM.  This  option  has  been  chosen  to 
compensate  for  the  loss  of  low-quality  (Category  HI)  tortoise  habitat  due  to  construction 
of  Eagle  Mountain  Road. 

21.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  required. 

DOCUMENT  0124  Letter  from  B.  T.  Morring,  October  9,  1991 

1.  This  letter  expresses  support  for  the  project  and  for  the  EIS/EIR.  No  response  is 
necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0125  Letter  from  Riverside  County  Fire  Department,  May  13, 1990 

1.  See  Response  0001-128. 

2a.  This  comment  is  correct.  Fires  do  occur  along  the  rail  right-of-way  throughout  Riverside 
County.  The  existing  records  of  accidents  along  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  for  the 
1957-1985  time  period  were  used  to  generate  the  discussion  on  right-of-way  fires  (page 
341  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  During  those  28  years,  four  fires  destroyed  wood  trestles  along 
the  roadbed.  Those  destroyed  trestles  were  either  rebuilt  in  steel  or  replaced  by  culverts 
and  earth  fills.  The  fires  were  attributed  to  sparks  from  hot  ore  and  car  brake  shoes,  to 
arson,  and  to  an  incendiary  military  air  strike.  The  mitigation  for  potential  right-of-way 
fires  is  a vegetation/weed  abatement  policy  along  the  public  and  private  rail  line.  The 
Riverside  County  Fire  Department  will  continue  to  provide  emergency  service  to  the 
roads  and  freeways  that  will  be  used  by  the  vehicles  serving  the  project. 

2b.  Please  refer  to  Response  000 1-128. 

3.  Please  refer  to  Response  0001-128. 
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4.  Please  refer  to  Response  0001-128. 

5.  This  comment  is  correct.  As  outlined  in  Section  IV.K.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  mitigation 
measures  listed  on  page  533  would  be  required  to  reduce  the  fire  protection  impacts  to 
below  a level  of  significance.  The  specific  measure  related  to  this  comment  includes  the 
installation  of  water  mains  and  fire  hydrants  that  provide  the  required  flows  pursuant  to 
an  improvement  plan  approved  by  the  fire  department. 

6.  The  facilities  permit  would  include  the  conditions  of  approval  presented  in  this  comment. 

DOCUMENT  0126  Letter  from  County  of  Riverside  Transportation  Department, 

September  17, 1991 

1.  The  map  exhibit  in  Specific  Plan  252  referred  to  in  this  comment  will  be  revised  as 
requested. 

2.  The  map  exhibits  in  Specific  Plan  252  referred  to  in  this  comment  will  be  revised  as 
requested. 

3.  The  two  typical  cross  sections  in  Specific  Plan  252  referred  to  in  this  comment  will  be 
revised  as  requested. 

4.  The  mitigation  for  degradation  of  County-maintained  street  surfaces  used  by  the  proposed 
project’s  truck  traffic  will  be  funded  by  MRC  on  a fair-share  basis.  See  page  365  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR. 

5.  If,  in  the  future,  San  Diego  County  or  a location  in  Arizona  intend  to  use  the  Eagle 
Mountain  landfill,  a separate  environmental  document  would  be  required  to  identify 
potential  impacts,  including  traffic. 

6.  See  Response  0126-5  above. 

DOCUMENT  0127  Letter  from  Alice  and  Fred  Lloyd,  received  September  23, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0128  Letter  from  Patricia  Weissleader,  received  September  23, 1991 

1.  The  refuse  will  be  transported  by  rail  in  intermodal  shipping  containers.  The  character- 
istics of  these  containers  would  prevent  leakage  or  odors  (see  Response  0021-25). 
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Loaded  containers,  under  normal  operations,  may  await  switching  at  Ferrum  Junction 
for  two  to  six  hours,  possibly  up  to  one  day.  At  that  time,  if  refuse-laden  trains  cannot 
be  moved  to  the  project  site  for  off-loading,  they  will  be  returned  to  the  point  of  origin 
for  disposal  at  alternate  locations.  The  shipment  of  waste  via  Ferrum  Junction  will 
depend  upon  the  entire  rail  right-of-way  being  available  for  use.  Potential  odor  impacts 
occurring  during  rail  transport  of  refuse  are  addressed  in  Response  0001-97. 

2.  The  landfill  gas  recovery  system  is  described  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pp.  70-73,  334-338). 
The  landfill  will  incorporate  a landfill  gas  recovery  system  from  its  inception.  This 
system  will  be  expanded  as  the  landfill  is  expanded.  Operation  of  the  LFG  recovery 
system,  including  the  flare,  will  depend  upon  the  rate  at  which  methane  gas  is  generated. 
These  requirements  are  contained  within  the  SCAQMD  Rule  1 150.1. 

3.  The  Eagle  Mountain  project  does  not  propose  to  participate  directly  in  waste  diversion 
programs  or  activities.  Instead  the  proposed  project  will  only  enforce  compliance 
indirectly  with  MRF  operators  for  the  removal  of  recyclables  (and  hazardous  waste) 
through  the  mechanism  of  not  accepting  residual  waste  unless  the  recyclables  and 
hazardous  wastes  have  been  removed.  Compliance  with  the  standards  of  removal  will 
be  enforced  by  on-site  inspectors  directed  by  and  with  authority  of  the  Local  Enforcement 
Agency.  The  load-checking  program  for  refuse  destined  for  Eagle  Mountain  is  described 
in  Response  01 1 1-43. 

4.  See  Response  000 1-10  and  1 1 . 

5.  As  a requirement  of  the  new  federal  EPA  regulations  and  RWQCB,  a composite  liner 
consisting  of  a low-permeability  soil  layer  and  a high  density  polyethylene  flexible 
membrane  will  be  placed  over  the  entire  area  underlying  refuse.  A more  detailed 
description  of  this  liner  is  provided  in  Response  0002-4  and  in  Section  II. B.  1 of  the  final 
EIS/EIR. 

6.  See  Response  0001-10  and  0128-5. 

7.  See  Response  0002-22. 

8.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  indicates  that  no  significant  environmental  degradation  of  water 
resources  will  occur,  so  the  development  of  a contingency  land  purchase  policy  is  not 
required.  Also  see  Response  0111-12. 

9.  All  available  data  for  groundwater  levels  have  been  collected  and  used  in  analysis  for  the 
proposed  project.  This  information  covers  approximately  the  past  40  years.  Since  1988, 
a comprehensive  look  at  wells  and  boreholes  has  been  conducted.  See  Responses  0002-5, 
6,  and  7 for  further  details. 
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1 0.  The  areas  involved  in  the  land  exchange  were  chosen  by  BLM.  MRC  would  acquire  land 
adjacent  to  the  landfill  from  BLM  (see  Figure  4 of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  However,  these 
lands  will  be  placed  in  permanent  open  space  in  the  Specific  Plan  and,  as  such,  will  serve 
to  protect  sensitive  wildlife  species  including  the  bighorn  sheep.  In  exchange,  BLM  will 
receive  lands  of  prime  habitat  for  the  desert  tortoise.  The  land  exchange  will  also 
contribute  to  the  establishment  of  a 20,000-acre  nature  preserve  for  other  endangered, 
threatened,  or  sensitive  species. 

11.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  evaluated  in  detail  seven  alternative  sites  to  the  proposed  project 
(Section  D.G.,  Analysis  of  Alternative  Sites,  page  77).  Impacts  associated  with  each  of 
these  alternatives  is  included.  Five  additional  sites  were  considered  but  eliminated  from 
detailed  analysis  (page  105  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  Additionally,  with  respect  to  potential 
groundwater  contamination,  please  refer  to  Response  0001-25. 

12.  See  Response  0128-1  above. 

13.  To  address  prehistoric  or  historic  sites  which  could  be  affected  by  the  proposed  project, 
a complete  cultural  resource  survey  was  performed  within  the  proposed  project  area — 
Eagle  Mountain  Mine  including  the  BLM  exchange  lands,  road  and  rail  ways,  and  Kaiser 
exchange  lands.  Although  several  isolates  were  discovered  and  subsequently  recorded, 
no  historic  sites  were  located  within  the  project  area.  Although  historic  sites  exist  within 
the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project,  the  proposed  project  is  not  anticipated  to  directly 
impact  areas  outside  of  the  project  boundaries.  Therefore,  neither  prehistoric  nor  historic 
resources  were  addressed  outside  of  the  project  area  as  defined. 

DOCUMENT  0129  Letter  from  Peter  F.  Richardson,  September  20, 1991 

1 . MRC  has  proposed  that  truck  traffic  to  the  project  site  will  be  reduced  from  200  to  to  100 
round  trips  daily  and  in  three  years  to  eliminate  all  but  those  trucks  serving  the  desert 
cities  (not  to  exceed  100)  in  three  years.  This  would  account  for  total  traffic  on  Eagle 
Mountain  Road  and  its  extension  of  up  to  285  daily  trips.  This  is  not  considered  a 
significant  traffic  impact.  See  Section  II. B. 2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a discussion  of  the 
reduction  in  truck  traffic. 

2.  There  will  be  no  rail  transport  of  hazardous  waste.  The  Eagle  Mountain  facility  will  be 
a Class  III  landfill  which  will  admit  municipal  solid  wastes  only;  that  is,  the  residential 
and  commercial  solid  wastes  normally  generated  within  a community.  Any  small 
amounts  of  wastes  considered  “hazardous”  which  may  enter  the  municipal  waste  stream 
(toxic,  corrosive,  or  flammable  materials)  would  have  been  removed  at  the  MRFs  prior 
to  the  waste  being  transported  to  the  landfill.  The  elimination  of  hazardous  wastes  from 
municipal  refuse  depends  on  compliance  by  the  public  with  applicable  regulations. 
Community  efforts  to  provide  residents  a convenient  way  of  disposing  small  quantities 
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of  hazardous  household  materials  (batteries,  empty  paint  cans,  etc.)  would  further  reduce 
the  amount  of  hazardous  materials  entering  the  municipal  solid  waste  stream.  Finally, 
an  Emergency  Response  Plan  for  Southern  Pacific  Railway  is  on  file  with  the  local 
administering  agencies  including  the  health  department  of  San  Bernardino  and  Riverside 
counties.  See  Response  0026-3  for  more  details. 

3.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  required. 

4.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  required. 

5.  The  proposed  project  is  a Class  HI  municipal  solid  waste  facility  and  as  such  would  not 
transport  or  landfill  any  hazardous  materials.  See  Response  0001-117. 

DOCUMENT  0130  Letter  from  Sandra  R.  Hill,  September  18, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  further  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0131  Letter  from  Myrt  Griffin,  September  18, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  further  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0132  Letter  from  City  of  Buena  Park,  September  23, 1991 

1 . See  Response  00 1 5-2. 

2.  See  Response  0015-2. 

3.  See  Response  0015-2. 

4.  To  avoid  peak-hour  traffic,  an  agreement  was  made  between  Southern  Pacific  Transpor- 
tation Company  (SPTC)  and  MRC  that  would  allow  trains  operations  to  be  scheduled 
during  the  evening,  nighttime,  and  early  morning  hours.  MRC  has  indicated  their 
committment  to  operating  under  this  constraint  and  SPTC  has  confirmed  that  such  a 
schedule  is  entirely  feasible  given  the  current  rail  traffic  intensity.  SPTC  also  indicated 
that  there  are  currently  no  other  known  projects  that  would  result  in  increased  rail  traffic 
requiring  rescheduling  traffic  to  daytime  hours. 
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5.  The  source  of  the  Beach  Boulevard  traffic  volume  cited  in  the  report  was  data  provided 
by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC).  The  conservative  estimate  of  average  traffic 
(4  percent  of  the  daily  traffic)  during  any  scheduled  hours  of  operation  more  than  offsets 
the  increased  daily  traffic  volume  figures  cited  in  the  comment  letter.  Review  of  data 
cited  in  the  1985  Highway  Capacity  Manual  regarding  temporal  variations  in  traffic 
suggest  that  the  actual  average  hourly  volume  between  7 P.M.  and  7 A.M.  is  typically  in 
the  range  of  2.0  to  2.5  percent  of  average  daily  traffic.  The  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
assumes  that  4 percent  of  34,000  vehicles,  or  1 ,360  vehicles  will  arrive  during  the  average 
hours  of  rail  operations.  This  figure  is  still  larger  than  the  product  of  2.5  percent  times 
48,000  vehicles  (1,200  vehicles). 

6.  The  rail  operations  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  not  affect  the  peak-hour 
traffic  in  the  city  of  Buena  Park.  Please  refer  to  Response  0132-4  above. 

7.  The  traffic  arrival  rate  included  in  the  analysis  implicitiy  includes  any  traffic  using  the 
1-5  ramps  at  Beach  Boulevard  at  the  railroad  crossing.  The  number  of  vehicles  delayed 
at  the  crossing  is  presented  in  the  traffic  analysis  (Appendix  D of  the  draft  EIS/EIR),  and 
the  1-5  ramps  are  sufficiently  distant  from  the  crossing  that  no  blockage  of  the  ramps  is 
expected. 

8.  Section  IV.C.2  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  describes  impact  to  at-grade  crossings  affected  by 
the  proposed  project.  Throughout  the  entire  transportation  system,  a total  of  approxi- 
mately 78  hours  of  delay  is  expected  on  an  average  daily  basis  to  vehicles  encountering 
refuse  unit  trains  when  using  at-grade  crossings.  Most  of  this  delay  would  occur  on  the 
rail  segment  servicing  northern  Orange  County,  where  a combination  of  existing  high 
traffic  volumes  and  low  train  speeds  result  in  much  higher  delays  than  along  other  rail 
segments.  To  minimize  traffic  conflicts,  trains  would  be  scheduled  to  begin  their  runs 
starting  from  the  western  or  southernmost  transfer  station  very  late  at  night  (approxi- 
mately 1 1:30  P.M.).  See  Response  0132-4  above.  The  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  to 
at-grade  crossings  are  considered  not  significant,  and  thus,  no  mitigation  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0133  Letter  from  Malvin  W.  Bailey,  Sr.,  September  11, 1991 

1 . See  Responses  000 1 -25  and  000 1 -33. 

2.  The  Rail  Access  Only  alternative  would  eliminate  truck  transport  of  solid  waste  to  the 
landfill  site.  Project  impacts  from  the  Rail  Access  Only  alternative  are  described  for  each 
issue  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Additionally,  subsequent  to  the  preparation  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR,  the  project  has  been  revised  to  reduce  truck  traffic  to  the  project  site  from  200 
to  100  round  trips  daily  and  in  three  years  to  eliminate  all  but  those  trucks  serving  the 
desert  cities  (not  to  exceed  100).  This  modification  in  the  project  description  is  discussed 
in  Section  II.B.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 
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3.  See  Responses  0006-1  and  01 1 1-31. 

DOCUMENT  0134  Letter  from  Bernard  J.  McKean,  September  14, 1991 

1.  Due  to  the  dry  conditions  of  the  waste  that  will  be  disposed  at  Eagle  Mountain,  the  dry 
climatic  conditions,  the  composite  liner  over  the  entire  landfill  area,  the  leachate 
collection  system,  and  the  LFG  monitoring  wells,  the  leakage  of  leachate  and  subsequent 
degradation  of  groundwater  is  considered  minimal,  if  nonexistent.  Financial  assurance 
for  the  cleanup  of  a leak  must  be  completed  as  part  of  the  permitting  process  even  though 
leachate  is  not  expected  to  leak  through  the  landfill  containment  system. 

DOCUMENT  0135  Letter  from  Michael  J.  Buies,  September  17, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  further  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0136  Letter  from  City  of  La  Verne,  September  18, 1991 

1 . The  draft  EIS/EIR  does  not  refer  to  noise  levels  wihin  350  feet  of  the  railway,  so  it  is  not 
clear  what  this  comment  refers  to.  However,  noise  measurements  were  taken  for  land 
uses  within  100  feet  of  the  corridor  of  the  Southern  Pacific  rail  line.  It  was  determined 
that  the  addition  of  the  project-generated  train  traffic  to  the  existing  train  traffic  would 
slightly  increase  (+0.7  dB)  noise  levels  along  the  rail  corridor.  This  increase  that  would 
be  experienced  by  residential  areas  100  feet  from  the  Southern  Pacific  rail  line  is  not 
considered  significant  because  it  is  not  discernible  by  humans.  It  should  be  noted  that 
existing  noise  levels  within  100  feet  of  the  rail  line  corridor  are  74  CNEL,  which  exceeds 
acceptable  noise  levels  for  residential  uses.  Also,  see  Response  0001-103. 

2.  See  Response  0136-1  above.  This  comment  appears  to  refer  to  a statement  in  the  noise 
technical  report: 

There  may  be  some  undeveloped  areas  designated  as  residential  that  are  adjacent 
to  roadways  that  will  carry  project  related  traffic  [which]  may  have  homes  built 
on  them  in  the  future.  If  these  homes  are  planned  within  the  roadway  65  CNEL 
contour  line,  mitigation  measures  may  be  required.  More  detailed  calculations 
should  be  performed  when  a land  use  map  that  identifies  the  noise  sensitive  land 
uses  around  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  site  and  along  the  rail  and  truck  haul 
routes  becomes  available  (page  15). 

The  City  of  LaVeme  site  referred  to  in  the  noise  report  is  a hypothetical  loading  station 
site.  No  plans  for  developing  such  a site  exist,  nor  are  any  such  plans  included  in  the 
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Eagle  Mountain  landfill  project.  Therefore,  sound- attenuating  walls  would  not  be 
appropriate  at  this  time,  nor  can  any  additional  information  be  developed  until  some 
specific  proposal  is  planned. 

3.  The  refuse  transported  by  rail  or  truck  would  be  contained  in  closed  intermodal  contain- 
ers, 40  x 8 x 8 feet  in  size.  Standard  intermodal  containers  are  not  sealed  in  the  sense 
that  they  are  watertight.  The  rear  closure  is  a tightly  fitting  latched  door  that  will  prevent 
the  escape  of  refuse.  The  closing  mechanism  on  each  container  will  be  sealed  to  prevent 
unauthorized  opening  and  to  ensure  that  the  latching  mechanism  is  firmly  engaged. 

4.  The  refuse  will  be  transported  in  closed  intermodal  containers  to  reduce  windblown  debris 
and  odor  impacts.  See  Response  0136-3  above. 

5.  Refuse  destined  for  landfilling  at  Eagle  Mountain  must  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
AB  939,  the  “Recycling  Bill.”  Such  compliance  means  that  the  refuse  has  been  subject 
to  an  inspection  program  for  the  removal  of  recyclables  and  hazardous  materials.  If 
refuse  does  not  comply,  it  will  not  be  accepted  by  Eagle  Mountain.  It  should  be  noted 
that  the  County  may  accept  refuse  which  has  not  been  processed  by  a MRF  at  Eagle 
Mountain  under  emergency  circumstances  only. 

6.  As  required  by  the  state  Health  and  Safety  Code  (Division  20,  Chapter  6.95),  Southern 
Pacific’s  Emergency  Response  Plan,  Spill  Prevention  Control  Contingency  Plan,  and 
Tier  II  Chemical  Inventory  Forms  are  filed  every  year  with  all  administering  agencies, 
including  the  health  departments  of  Riverside  and  San  Bernardino  counties  and  the 
California  Public  Utilities  Commission.  In  addition,  General  Order  161  of  the  California 
Public  Utilities  Commission  (effective  8/7/91)  requires  Southern  Pacific  to  file  the 
emergency  response  plan,  traffic  density  data  by  line  segment,  lease  and  storage  inven- 
tories, and  a list  of  24-hour  emergency  contact  telephone  numbers  with  any  emergency 
response  agency  (such  as  fire  departments)  within  60  days  of  receiving  a written  request 
from  the  agency. 

Neither  Title  14,  Chapter  3,  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  (Minimum  Standards 
for  Solid  Waste  Hauling  and  Disposal)  nor  Title  40,  Part  241,  of  the  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  (Guidelines  for  the  Land  Disposal  of  Solid  Wastes)  require  MRC  to  file  an 
emergency  response  plan.  The  procedures  outlined  in  Section  241.211-3  of  the  CFR 
(Recommended  Safety  Procedures  for  [Landfill]  Operations)  have  been  incorporated 
already  in  the  safety  program  discussed  on  pages  147  and  352  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

7.  See  Response  0015-2. 
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DOCUMENT  0137  Letter  from  Patricia  Aikin,  received  September  18, 1991 

1.  At  the  two  existing  crossings  of  the  railroad,  Eagle  Mountain  Road  Extension  and  Kaiser 
Road,  railroad  crossing  signs  are  presently  located  at  the  side  of  the  road.  Flashing  lights 
will  be  installed  where  the  railroad  crosses  Kaiser  Road  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  360).  A 
two-way  stop  will  also  be  installed  at  this  intersection  for  Kaiser  Road’s  intersection  with 
Eagle  Mountain  Road  Extension  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  365).  No  change  will  take  place 
at  the  existing  Eagle  Mountain  Road  railroad  crossing. 

2.  Subsequent  to  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  the  project  has  been  revised  to  reduce 
truck  traffic  to  the  project  site  from  200  to  100  round-trips  daily  and  in  three  years  to 
eliminate  all  but  those  trucks  serving  the  desert  cities  (not  to  exceed  100).  See  Section 
n.B.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a discussion  of  this  project  modification.  An  overpass  is 
not  deemed  necessary. 

3.  As  described  on  page  50  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  unit  trains  serving  the  landfill  would 
consist  of  one  or  more  locomotives  carrying  up  to  14  railcars.  Each  train  would  be  less 
than  4,000  feet  long  and  carry  approximately  3,500  tons  of  refuse.  This  length  is 
somewhat  shorter  than  most  main  line  trains  and  approximately  the  same  length  as  the 
trains  previously  used  by  Kaiser.  The  trainloads  of  solid  waste  material  would  be 
considerably  lighter  than  those  which  transported  iron  ore  during  the  former  mining 
operations.  The  present  track  alignment  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  consists  of 
heavy-gauge  track  which  was  originally  installed  to  accommodate  the  heavy  loads 
transported  for  mining  operations  and  is  considered  more  than  adequate  to  bear  the  loads 
of  the  unit  trains  serving  the  landfill.  In  the  event  of  derailment,  the  potential  for  a 
runaway  train  to  occur  would  be  minimal.  Unlike  the  mining  operations,  which  trans- 
ported the  loaded  trains  downhill,  the  full  trains  en  route  to  the  landfill  would  be  traveling 
uphill.  If  derailment  occurs  while  transporting  the  refuse  uphill,  the  train’s  ability  to  stop 
would  be  far  greater  than  if  the  full  load  were  going  downhill. 

4.  This  comment  is  inaccurate.  The  existing  train  noise  levels  along  the  rail  line  were 
established  in  terms  of  the  CNEL  index  by  modeling  the  railroad  for  the  current 
operations.  To  determine  train  noise  levels  at  various  distances,  the  Wyle  model  was 
used.  See  page  7 of  Appendix  H of  the  draft  EIS/EER.  An  overview  of  the  analytical 
approach  used  in  the  air  quality  report  may  be  found  on  pages  59-70  of  Appendix  E of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

5.  Please  refer  to  Response  0021-7. 

6.  The  emergency  response  plans  would  be  enacted  upon  interruption  of  rail  service  due  to 
a rail  accident,  rail  strike,  or  other  catastrophic  occurrence.  The  basic  components  of  the 
plan  are  discussed  in  Response  0026-3.  For  instance,  in  case  of  rail  accidents,  the  train 
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crew  will  immediately  notify  the  local  fire  and  police  departments  as  well  as  the  STO 
(Supervisor,  Train  Operations)  by  the  quickest  means  available.  The  crew  will  provide 
information  on  the  specific  location  of  the  accident;  the  condition  of  the  car(s);  the 
location  of  people,  property,  or  public  systems  (roads,  power  lines,  etc.)  which  could  be 
subject  to  damage;  the  location  and  condition  of  access  roads  to  the  accident  site;  and 
wind  and  weather  conditions.  While  awaiting  fire  and  police  personnel,  the  train  crew 
will  assist  in  keeping  people  away  from  the  emergency  area  and  remain  at  the  scene  until 
relieved  by  a railway  company  operating  officer,  who  will  then  coordinate  the  actions  of 
the  emergency  response  team. 

Furthermore,  Kaiser  Road  may  not  be  used  by  refuse  truck  traffic  for  any  reason. 

7.  Refer  to  Response  0102-84  for  information  regarding  accidents  on  the  Southern  Pacific 
railway  and  Response  0026-3  for  a discussion  of  the  required  emergency  response  by 
Southern  Pacific  in  case  of  an  accident. 

8.  See  Response  01 1 1-61. 

9.  To  reduce  diesel  fuel  consumption,  MRC  shall  purchase  and  operate  the  electric  version 
of  landfill  equipment  including  overhead  cranes,  crushers,  conveyors,  and  pugmills 
wherever  available.  Where  not  available,  alternative-fuel  technology  will  be  used 
depending  on  air  permitting  standards  (Mitigation  Measure  AQ-16).  Electrification  of 
the  Eagle  Mountain  railway  is  not  considered  feasible  at  this  time  (see  page  386  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  and  Responses  0117-6  and  7).  The  project  design  includes  measures  to 
recover  energy  from  landfill  gas  generated  from  the  proposed  project.  When  landfill  gas 
generation  is  sufficient  to  warrant  the  construction  of  an  energy  recovery  facility  at  the 
project  site,  MRC  shall  prepare,  or  have  prepared,  a study  of  the  cost/effectiveness  of 
electrifying  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway.  Numerous  alternatives  to  the  use  of  diesel  fuel 
are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  385-386);  however,  these  measures  are  not 
considered  to  be  feasible  at  the  present  time. 

10.  The  proposed  project  would  utilize  rail  lines  to  transport  refuse  to  the  Eagle  Mountain 
landfill.  Other  uses  of  the  rail  line  including  commuter  service  between  the  desert  and 
coast  communities  are  not  a part  of  this  project.  Scheduling  of  the  trains  with  Southern 
Pacific  will  occur  on  a contractual  basis  to  prevent  any  conflict  between  ongoing  rail 
operations  and  trains  being  utilized  for  the  landfill  project.  Any  future  projects  which 
utilize  the  rail  lines  would  undoubtedly  be  subject  to  the  same  scheduling  coordination. 

DOCUMENT  0138  Letter  from  Palo  Verde  Resource  Conservation  District 

(PVRCD),  October  1, 1991 

1.  Please  refer  to  Responses  0001-18,  25,  28,  33,  and  34. 
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2.  Please  refer  to  Responses  0001-36  and  39. 

3.  This  comment  is  correct.  Diversion  of  drainage  flows  will  require  a combination  of 
channels  and/or  dikes.  The  selection  and  sizing  of  the  required  facility  will  be  in 
accordance  with  approved  hydraulic  analysis. 

4.  As  stated  in  subsection  b.,  soils,  on  page  248,  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  over  much  of  the 
landfill  footprint  the  top  five  feet  of  the  soil  profile  is  occupied  by  artificial  fill.  This 
material  consists  of  overburden  deposits  removed  by  the  prior  mining  activity.  As 
described,  the  overburden  rocks  range  up  to  about  five  feet  in  diameter. 

5.  While  the  liner  is  a very  important  component  of  the  project,  its  design  and  performance 
standards,  as  well  as  inspection,  testing,  and  monitoring  procedures  to  ensure  its  perfor- 
mance, are  prescribed  by  state  and  federal  law.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  also  discusses  the  liner 
on  pages  320-322  and  Appendix  B,  pages  20-21.  Information  in  the  final  EIS/EIR 
(Section  II.B.  1)  amplify  the  description  of  the  liner  design,  but  this  information  does  not 
alter  any  of  the  conclusions  of  the  report. 

6.  Monitoring  wells  will  be  installed  prior  to  the  start  of  operations. 

7.  See  Response  0166-1. 

DOCUMENT  0139  Letter  from  Waste  Management  of  North  America,  Inc., 

September  23, 1991 

1 . The  position  of  the  BLM  is  to  support  the  land  exchange  and  updates  of  the  rights-of-way, 

as  proposed.  While  BLM  has  no  regulatory  position  or  preference  regarding  the  actual 
landfill  itself,  BLM  is  not  opposed  to  the  project  assuming  that  it  meets  all  other 
regulatory  requirements. 

This  is  a privately  sponsored  project.  The  role  of  the  County  of  Riverside,  therefore,  is 
to  decide  to  approve  the  project  with  appropriate  conditions  or  to  deny  the  project.  This 
fundamental  decision  has  not  yet  been  made.  Therefore,  the  county  has  not  identified  a 
preference  among  the  alternatives  presented  in  the  draft  EIS/EER.  However,  under  the 
CEQA  Guidelines  [14  CCR  Section  15126(d)]  the  County  is  required  to  identify  an 
environmentally  superior  alternative  to  the  proposed  project.  For  this  purpose,  the 
County  identifies  the  Reduced  Landfill  alternative. 

With  respect  to  mitigating  significant  effects,  the  summary  identifies  the  mitigation 
measures  for  all  topics,  including  air  quality  (see  Table  S-2  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  The 
summary  also  states  that  impacts  in  all  areas  except  air  quality  can  be  mitigated.  If  the 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EIR 


345 


DOCUMENT  0139 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


DOCUMENT  0139 


county  chooses  to  approve  the  project,  appropriate  findings  will  have  to  be  made  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  to  support  the  approval. 

2.  All  sources  were  referenced.  Much  of  the  text  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  based  on  material 
found  in  the  Appendixes,  where  additional  references  are  provided.  For  the  one  specific 
example  cited  (from  page  335),  the  assumptions  are  based  on  the  experience  of  SCS 
Engineers,  who  helped  prepare  the  discussion,  and  are  clearly  stated.  Furthermore,  the 
discussion  cautions  the  reader  of  the  uncertain  nature  of  such  projections. 

3.  The  deposition  of  fill  into  jurisdictional  waters  of  the  U.S.  (regulated  by  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers)  will  occur  from  the  proposed  landfill  project.  Jurisdictional  waters  are 
typically  defined  by  the  boundary  of  the  ordinary  high  water  mark  of  the  drainage  and 
also  include  any  adjacent  wetlands.  Jurisdictional  waters  may  or  may  not  contain  wetland 
habitat  depending  on  the  presence  of  three  criteria:  hydrophytic  vegetation,  hydric  soils, 
and  wetland  hydrology.  With  the  exception  of  Salt  Creek  near  the  train  trestle,  the  other 
desert  washes  and  drainages  within  the  bounds  of  the  project,  including  those  within  the 
landfill  footprint,  would  be  considered  jurisdictional  waters,  but  not  classified  as  wetlands 
since  they  lack  hydric  soils  and  hydrophytic  vegetation. 

4.  For  the  only  faults  actually  crossing  the  project  area,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  states  that  the 
displacement  predates  Quaternary  alluvium  (page  249).  Additional  information  regard- 
ing faulting  is  provided  in  Responses  0001-21  and  0002-11. 

40  CFR  258.13  and  23  CCR  Section  2533(d)  both  require  a 200-foot  setback  from  a 
Holocene  fault.  Sections  2533(d,e)  require  a demonstration  that  the  landfill  containment 
structures  are  designed  to  withstand  ground  accelerations  associated  with  the  maximum 
credible  earthquake  and  rapid  geologic  change.  The  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  is  not 
located  on  or  within  200  feet  of  any  Holocene  faults. 

5.  See  Responses  0001-21  and  0002-11.  The  landfill  design  will  comply  with  the  new 
federal  landfill  regulations  contained  in  40  CFR  257-258,  which  were  adopted  after  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  was  published. 

40  CFR  258.14  defines  a seismic  impact  zone  as  an  area  where  the  maximum  ground 
acceleration  will  exceed  0.10  g in  250  years.  This  is  virtually  everywhere  in  California, 
which  is  why  Chapter  15  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  requires  landfills  to  be 
designed  to  withstand  the  ground  acceleration  associated  with  earthquakes. 

The  unstable  area  requirement  in  40  CFR  258.15  is  also  related  to  the  requirements  of 
Section  2533  (d,e). 
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The  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  will  be  designed  in  conformance  with  California  regulations 
for  faulting,  seismicity,  and  geologic  change.  See  Response  0026-82. 

6.  The  comment  is  correct  in  stating  that  the  project  must  comply  with  the  State  Implementa- 
tion Plan  (SIP).  The  comment  is  not  correct  in  stating  that  the  identification  of  a 
significant  impact  precludes  this  compliance.  The  text  of  the  EIS/EIR  reviews  various 
criteria  for  assessing  significance,  and  the  air  quality  appendix  reviews  these  in  more 
detail.  The  project  must  comply  with  applicable  plans,  regulations,  and  procedures. 
Given  some  of  the  evaluation  criteria  in  use  for  air  quality  analyses,  however,  compliance 
with  an  SIP  does  not  guarantee  a determination  that  impacts  have  been  reduced  below 
thresholds  used  to  define  significance. 

7.  As  a requirement  of  the  new  federal  EPA  regulations  and  RWQCB,  a composite  liner 
consisting  of  a low-permeability  soil  layer  and  a high  density  polyethylene  flexible 
membrane  will  be  placed  over  the  entire  area  underlying  refuse.  See  Response  0002-4. 

8.  A formalized  closure  and  post-closure  maintenance  plan  will  be  submitted  to  the  RWQCB 
within  180  days  of  the  termination  of  each  area’s  phase  of  waste  disposal,  according  to 
Title  23,  CCR  Section  2597.  A final  plan  of  the  engineering  design  and  a final  basis  of 
operation  will  be  submitted  at  that  time. 

A detailed  description  of  the  proposed  groundwater  monitoring  system  is  described  in 
the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  46,  59-60,  73,  104,  121,  124,  127,  132,  and  322-323).  All 
groundwater  monitoring  of  existing  and  new  wells  will  be  conducted  quarterly  and 
throughout  the  life  of  the  landfill.  Water  samples  will  be  tested  for  levels  of  constituents 
as  set  by  the  RWQCB.  Water  level  measurements  and  water  quality  analysis  will  be 
reported  on  a quarterly  basis  as  set  by  Title  23,  CCR  Sections  2555  and  2559. 

MRC  will  be  responsible  for  all  aspects  of  post-closure  monitoring  and  controls.  The 
closure  and  post-closure  costs  will  be  formatted  according  to  Title  14  of  the  California 
Code  of  Regulations  and  will  include  a letter  of  credit  which  is  a demonstration  of 
financial  responsibility  for  closure  and  post-closure  costs  and  a financial  assurance  test 
and  guarantee  demonstrating  responsibility  for  closure  of  the  site. 

9.  The  rationale  for  the  selection  of  a reduced  landfill  operations  alternative  can  be  found 
on  page  74  of  the  draft  EIS/EER.  This  alternative  considers  a 20  percent  reduction  in  the 
daily  capacity  of  the  landfill.  This  amounts  to  a 50  percent  reduction  of  truck  haulage, 
the  minimum  amount  necessary  to  adequately  serve  the  desert  area  needs.  The  daily 
reduction  of  the  rail  haulage  amounts  to  approximately  12  percent,  or  slightly  less  than 
one  train.  The  rationale  used  to  reduce  the  landfill  footprint  is  based  on  the  sequencing 
of  the  project.  The  area  to  be  filled  in  the  last  sequence  would  not  be  filled  to  avoid  the 
mineral  resources  in  the  east  end  of  the  East  Pit  and  to  address  the  public’s  concerns 
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about  groundwater.  Because  both  the  SCAB  and  SEDAB  are  nonattainment  air  basins 
and  the  aquifer  is  in  overdraft,  no  reduction  in  daily  operations  would  reduce  the 
unmitigated  significant  air  impact  and  cumulative  water  use  impact  of  the  proposed  action 
to  below  a level  of  significance.  All  other  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the 
proposed  action  can  be  reduced  below  a level  of  significance  by  project  design  and 
mitigation.  Further  reduction  in  the  project  operations  does  not  substantially  reduce 
potential  environmental  impacts.  In  addition,  the  virtually  unlimited  potential  size 
variations  of  this  alternative  are  limited  by  a “rule  of  reason”  under  both  CEQA  and 
NEPA. 

10.  As  suggested  in  this  comment,  this  response  acknowledges  that  the  words  “until  a site 
near  Amboy  is  identified”  found  on  page  81  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  should  be  deleted. 
Figures  3 1 and  32  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  identify  the  location  of  the  proposed  Amboy  site. 

11.  As  suggested  in  this  comment,  this  response  acknowledges  that  the  third  sentence  of  the 
last  paragraph  on  page  81  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  should  be  deleted. 

12.  The  information  in  this  comment  is  accepted  at  face  value.  This  response  acknowledges 
that  the  fifth  and  sixth  sentences  of  the  second  paragraph  on  page  84  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
should  be  deleted. 

13.  As  suggested  in  this  comment,  on  page  84,  third  paragraph,  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the 
following  information  is  reflected  as  part  of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  It  should  be  noted  that 
Class  HI  desert  tortoise  habitat  may  include  areas  which  have  historically  contained 
tortoises  but  currently  support  human-related  activities  (e.g.,  mining,  off-highway  vehi- 
cles, agriculture,  etc.). 

Studies  conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  as  part  of  the  EIS  for  the 
California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan  (1980)  indicate  that  there  are  no  rare  or 
endangered  species  (plant  or  animal)  on  or  near  the  site.  Additional  environmental 
studies  verify  this  conclusion.  A full  assessment  of  biological  resource  impacts  will  be 
provided  in  the  Amboy  EIS/EIR. 

14.  Based  on  this  comment,  this  response  acknowledges  the  revision  to  the  discussion  of 
cultural  resources  near  the  Amboy  site  (page  84,  fourth  paragraph  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 
The  discussion  should  read:  “The  Amboy  project  will  avoid  any  significant  cultural 
resources  and  sites  within  the  project  boundaries.” 

15.  While  housing  may  be  available  in  Twentynine  Palms,  this  community  is  40  miles 
southwest  of  the  Amboy  project  site. 


348 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EIR 


DOCUMENT  0139 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


DOCUMENT  0139 


16.  This  comment  agrees  with  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  “the  applicant  [Amboy]  will  be  required  to 
provide  sufficient  water  and  storage  to  meet  fire  flow  requirements  (p.  85).” 

17.  This  comment  is  correct.  Page  85,  third  paragraph,  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  should  read:  “The 
Amboy  project  will  not  limit  access  to  mineral  resources  (i.e.,  nearby  salt  production 
facilities).” 

18.  Using  the  same  criteria  for  both  projects,  virtually  any  increases  in  air  emissions  in  the 
SCAB  or  the  SEDAB  will  result  in  a significant  air  impact  because  both  basins  are 
nonattainment  air  basins  (see  Response  0026-8).  While  general,  this  conclusion  is  not 
at  all  speculative  given  the  quantity  of  emissions  associated  with  such  rail  haul  proposals. 
It  is  a function  of  the  relatively  low  thresholds  of  significance,  which  are  reviewed  in  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  368-369).  The  statement  on  page  85  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  refers  to 
the  proportionate  distribution  of  the  air  emissions.  The  statement  on  page  86  refers  to 
the  quantity  of  rail  emissions:  “rail  emissions  may  be  slightly  less  for  Amboy  than  for 
the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  project.” 

19.  This  comment  is  speculative.  The  grades  and  structure  of  the  Kaiser  rail  line  were 
designed  to  handle  ore  trains  (see  Responses  0017-6  and  9).  Estimates  of  rail  air 
emissions  were  based  on  fuel  consumption  projections,  which  did  account  for  grades 
along  various  segments  of  the  rail  line. 

The  discussion  of  the  Amboy  project  was  included  as  an  alternative  in  response  to  input 
during  the  scoping  process  and  as  part  of  the  draft’s  discussion  of  alternative  sites  as 
required  by  CEQA.  The  above  responses  to  this  commenter’s  comments  have  resulted 
in  a more  accurate  project  description  of  the  Amboy  project.  The  similarity  of  the  two 
projects  leads  to  the  similarity  of  the  conclusions  regarding  their  impacts  and  need  for 
mitigation  measures.  There  are  certainly  specific  features  that  differentiate  the  projects, 
but  the  environmental  data  do  not  indicate  a decisive  advantage  of  one  over  the  other. 

20.  The  total  estimate  of  waste  capacity  of  100  billion  cubic  yards  is  incorrect.  Using  a 
larger-scaled  topographic  map,  the  following  assumptions  were  used  in  the  calculation 
of  site  capacity: 

Refuse  to  daily  cover  ratio  = 5:1 
Initial  in-place  density  of  refuse  = 1,425  lbs/cubic  yards 
Ultimate  settlement  =15  percent  of  refuse  volume 
Operating  days  per  year  = 312  days 

The  gross  remaining  air  space  (GRA)  was  calculated  to  be  1,421,840,000  cubic  yards 
based  upon  the  existing  topographic  map  (in  the  preliminary  Report  of  Waste  Discharge). 
To  determine  the  net  air  space  available  for  waste,  the  GRA  was  reduced  by  the  volume 
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needed  for  the  liner  system,  the  final  cover,  and  ultimate  settlement.  The  net  remaining 
air  space  (NRA)  was  calculated  to  be  1,276,561,000  cubic  yards.  Assuming  a density 
of  1 ,425  lbs/cubic  yard  yields  a net  remaining  tonnage  (NRT)  for  the  site  of  909,549,000 
tons.  Based  upon  a 312-days-per-year  operation,  the  site  life  was  estimated  to  be 
approximately  145  years. 

The  project  sequencing  shown  in  Figures  18,  19,  20,  and  21  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  do  not 
indicate  waste  volumes  per  sequence,  because  they  are  for  illustrative  purposes  only. 
They  represent  a reasonable  ordering  of  predictable  activities  over  the  life  of  the  landfill. 

21.  This  comment  correctly  calculates  the  number  of  25-ton  containers  which  would  be 
generated  at  a 3,000  tpd  capacity  transfer  station.  They  would  number  120,  not  140. 

22.  See  Response  0139-20  above. 

23.  See  Response  0002-4  above.  Also,  Section  LI.B.l  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  provides  an 
expanded  discussion  of  the  composite  liner  design,  and  accompanying  Figure  2 shows  a 
cross  section  of  the  liner. 

24.  See  Response  0002-4  above. 

25.  See  Response  0002-4  above.  The  RWQCB’s  authority  over  the  liner  is  discussed  in  the 
draft  EIS/EIR,  page  12. 

26.  See  Response  0001-11.  In  addition,  page  321  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  concludes  that  the 
fine  tailing  material  on-site  meets  all  the  regulatory  requirements  for  a soil  liner  material 
and  complies  with  the  regulatory  permeability  requirements.  The  need  for  admixtures 
(also  identified  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  page  321),  such  as  bentonite,  to  ensure  that  the 
material  meets  the  more  stringent  Subtitle  D requirements  will  be  determined  as  part  of 
the  liner  test  section  testing.  The  amount  of  admixture  needed  to  achieve  the  required 
permeability  is  expected  to  be  minimal,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  locate  another  source 
of  claylike  material  to  supplement  the  proposed  liner  material. 

27.  See  Response  0139-26  above. 

28.  Boreholes  BH-1  and  BH-3  are  located  within  fractured  bedrock.  These  holes  are  too 
shallow  to  reach  the  groundwater  table.  Had  they  been  drilled  deeper,  it  is  expected  that 
groundwater  would  have  been  encountered.  See  Responses  0002- 13a  and  13b. 

29.  This  comment  is  not  correct.  The  site  presently  has  a minimum  of  six  bedrock  monitoring 
wells  (MW-3,  MW-4,  MW-6,  MW-7,  MW-8  and  MW-9).  The  location  of  these  wells 
is  shown  on  a revised  Figure  48  (see  Response  0002- 13a).  It  is  true  that  the  groundwater 
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chemistry  in  alluvium  is  different  from  that  of  bedrock  origin.  However,  this  chemical 
difference  will  serve  to  determine  the  source  of  these  waters  in  monitoring  wells.  See 
Responses  0002- 13a  and  13b. 

30.  Although  the  drill  logs  say  “coarse  material,”  it  is  believed  that  much  of  this  material  is 
matrix-supported  debris  flows  that  are  cemented  and  have  low  permeability.  The  east 
end  of  the  East  Pit  shows  debris  flow  material  several  hundred  feet  thick.  See  Response 
0002-15. 

31.  The  depression  in  the  East  Pit  pond  area  is  believed  to  be  a natural  depression  in  the 
groundwater  table  caused  by  high  evaporation  rates,  with  the  water  rising  towards  the 
surface  by  capillary  action.  The  slow  recharge  under  this  area  causes  this  “sump”  to 
form.  Groundwater  is  approximately  10  feet  below  ground  surface  in  this  area.  The 
possibility  of  different  heads  is  still  being  considered.  See  Response  0139-29. 

32.  Freeze  and  Cherry,  “Groundwater,”  1979,  page  29,  estimates  permeability  of  clean  sand 
at  1 x 10'2  cm/sec.  This  is  quite  a conservative  estimate,  given  the  amount  of  debris  flow 
and  fine  sediments  in  the  valley.  Additionally,  the  last  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph 
under  j.  Occurrence  and  Movement  of  Groundwater  on  page  132  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
should  be  deleted.  Current  potentiometric  data  does  not  support  the  concept  of  a flatter 
gradient  than  0.01  ft/ft. 

33.  This  comment  is  correct;  flow  within  the  fractured  bedrock  is  controlled  by  the  fracture 
orientations.  The  flow  directions  presented  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  132)  are  accurate 
and  take  this  into  account. 

34.  Permeability  values  of  1 x 10"9  to  1 x 10'1  cm/sec  are  not  realistic.  Freeze  and  Cherry, 
p.  29,  reports  these  permeability  values  for  unfractured  metamorphic  and  igneous 
bedrock.  Fractured  metamorphic  and  igneous  bedrock  permeability  values  are  in  the 
range  of  1 x 10‘2  to  1 x 10'6  cm/sec.  With  these  permeabilities  in  mind,  the  school  well’s 
“too  high”  value  does  not  seem  unreasonable. 

35.  The  groundwater  model  developed  by  GSI/Water  confirms  that  the  estimate  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  is  very  close.  Their  investigations  concluded  an  overall  velocity  of  approxi- 
mately 130  feet/year.  This  is  based  on  pump  test  K values,  known  potentiometry, 
gradient,  and  porosity.  See  Response  0013b. 

36.  The  reference  cited  in  the  paragraph  refers  to  the  permeability  values.  Laboratory  testing 
in  1991  by  Geosyntec  Consultants  of  Huntington  Beach,  California,  confirm  these  values. 

37.  The  entire  iron  ore  mineral  processing  procedure  was  performed  by  using  gravity  or 
magnetic  separation  techniques.  No  chemicals  or  other  additives  were  used  during 
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processing.  The  fine  tailing  has  been  subjected  to  the  EPA  TCLP  test  procedure  and 
found  to  contain  no  compounds  that  are  solubilized  to  action  levels  during  this  test. 

38a.  The  reference  to  potential  adsorption  was  made  in  a parenthetical  note  as  part  of  the 
explanation  of  assumptions  used  in  estimating  potential  flow  rates.  As  such,  it  is  an 
appropriate  explanation,  not  a speculation. 

38b.  See  Responses  0001-21,  0002-1 1,  and  25. 

39.  See  Responses  0002-11,  12,  and  25. 

40.  See  Response  0001-43. 

41.  See  Response  0001-43. 

42.  MW  ID  was  a duplicate  sample.  Additional  sampling  data  are  presented  in  trilinear 
diagrams  in  the  Hydrogeology  and  Water  Quality  appendix  of  the  EIS/EER  (see  Appendix 
C,  Figures  3 and  8).  These  figures  illustrate  the  same  pattern  of  ion  concentrations.  At 
the  time  the  draft  EIS/EIR  was  published,  monitoring  data  from  well  CW-3  had  not  been 
obtained.  The  data  in  Appendix  C,  Table  7,  indicate  that  the  groundwater  in  CW-2  was 
very  similar  to  CW-4.  The  information  requested  in  this  comment  regarding  CW-2  and 
CW-3  is  provided  on  the  attached  figure. 

43.  A north  arrow  and  scale  have  been  added  to  Figure  47  shown  on  the  following  page.  A 
north  arrow  has  also  been  added  to  Figure  48;  the  figure  has  also  been  updated  to  show 
the  location  of  additional  water  monitoring  wells  (see  Response  0002- 13a).  Figure  48 
is  not  missing  the  720  MSL  contour  line;  the  line  (the  circle  just  underneath  the  word 
“POND”)  was  not  big  enough  to  allow  the  designation  to  be  placed  directly  on  top.  The 
U.S.G.S.  topographic  base  map  was  not  identified  throughout  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

44.  See  Response  0001-54. 

45.  The  estimate  of  daily  LFG  generation  presented  in  the  Pubic  Health  and  Safety  section 
(p.  335)  represents  an  estimate  for  the  year  2092  (100-year  project  life),  whereas  the 
estimate  presented  in  the  Air  Quality  section  (page  376)  is  for  35  years,  which  explains 
the  discrepancy. 

The  entire  topic  of  estimating  future  emissions  of  landfill  gas  is  highly  uncertain  (see 
Response  0001-54). 

Extending  the  plastic  liner  serves  as  an  additional  control  to  eliminate  fugitive  LFG 
emissions  (see  0001-44). 
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46.  See  Responses  0001-44  through  56. 

47.  See  Responses  0001-44  through  56  and  0002-5. 

48.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  25-31)  discusses  the  conversion  of  the  rail  right-  of- way  for 
mining  purposes  to  a FLPMA  right-of-way  for  the  purpose  of  transporting  refuse 
containers  to  the  proposed  landfill.  This  action  does  not  require  legislative  authorization. 
Access  to  the  rail  right-of-way  already  exists  on  public  lands. 

49.  Several  modeling  runs  using  screening  level  meteorological  conditions  were  conducted 
to  analyze  the  project’s  ambient  impacts.  A separate  modeling  run  was  conducted  for 
each  criteria  pollutant  (i.e.,  NOx,  CO,  ROG,  PM  10,  and  SO2)  using  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency-approved  SHORTZ  dispersion  model.  The  results  of  these  modeling 
runs  are  shown  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  Appendix  E,  Tables  29, 36, 49,  and  52.  Furthermore, 
Mitigation  Measure  AQ-23  (draft  EIS/EIR,  Appendix  E,  page  130)  required  a reanalysis 
of  ambient  air  quality  impacts  using  meteorological  monitoring  data  collected  on-site. 
This  revised  modeling  using  on-site  weather  data  has  been  completed  and  the  results  are 
summarized  on  modified  tables  (Tables  29, 36, 49,  and  52)  and  associated  plots  of  project 
impacts  in  Attachment  5,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  Included  as  Attachment  8 
is  a discussion  of  the  revised  modeling  and  accompanying  input  and  output  files  for  each 
of  the  revised  modeling  runs.  In  addition,  included  as  Attachment  7 are  summaries  of 
meteorological  data  collected  on-site  and  summaries  of  ambient  air  quality  monitoring 
data  collected  on-site.  These  files  and  summary  tables  specify  the  wind  speed,  wind 
direction,  stability  class,  and  grid  system  for  each  modeling  run,  as  well  as  the  background 
ambient  levels  and  project  impacts  at  each  receptor.  In  light  of  this  modeling,  Mitigation 
Measure  AQ-23  is  no  longer  required. 

50.  Included  as  Attachment  3 in  the  final  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  M)  are  emission  summary  tables 
listing  the  emissions  factors  and  process  rates  for  the  equipment  associated  with  the 
mitigated  project.  Reduction  efficiencies  are  discussed  in  Appendix  E of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR,  as  part  of  the  evaluation  of  each  mitigation  measure.  The  capture  rate  of  80 
percent  is  an  assumption,  based  on  the  experience  of  SCS  Engineers.  The  air  quality 
analysis  includes  a very  conservative  assumption  that  the  remaining  20  percent  of  LFG 
would  be  lost  to  the  atmosphere,  instead  of  being  retained  in  the  landfill. 

The  commenter  does  not  disagree  with  the  assumptions  used  for  trace  compounds  in 
LFG,  nor  does  he  suggest  alternate  values.  In  fact,  concentrations  of  trace  organic 
compounds  within  LFG  vary  widely.  For  example,  in  85  measurements  reported  by 
Wood  and  Porter,  the  concentrations  of  vinyl  chloride  range  from  below  detectable  limits 
to  44  ppm  (44,000  ppb),  with  a mean  value  of  3.4  ppm  (Wood,  John  A.,  and  Michael  L. 
Porter,  Hazardous  Pollutants  in  Class  II  Landfills,  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management 
District,  El  Monte,  California,  December,  1986).  SCS  Engineers  supplied  the  concen- 
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tration  assumptions  used  in  Table  32  of  Appendix  E,  based  on  their  literature  search  and 
design  experience.  The  values  suggested  for  vinyl  chloride  by  SCS  Engineers  were  12.9 
ppm  maximum  and  6.7  ppm  mean. 

51.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  contains  the  emission  factors  and  process  rates  for  the  equipment 
associated  with  the  unmitigated  project  (Appendix  E,  pp.  70-91).  The  corresponding 
emission  factors  and  process  rates  for  the  mitigated  project  are  included  as  Attachment 
3 of  the  final  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  M). 

In  addition,  input  and  output  files  for  the  revised  modeling  runs  using  meteorological 
data  collected  on-site  are  included  in  Attachment  8,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

52.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  acknowledges  that  the  proposed  project  would  have  a significant 
impact  on  air  quality  in  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  (Appendix  E,  pp.  139-146).  As 
addressed  by  the  commenter,  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-23  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Appen- 
dix E,  pp.  1 30)  requires  a re-analysis  of  ambient  air  quality  impacts  using  meteorological 
monitoring  data  collected  on-site. 

The  revised  air  quality  modeling  using  weather  data  collected  on-site  has  been  completed 
and  the  results  are  summarized  on  modified  tables  (Tables  29,  36,  49,  and  52)  and 
associated  plots  of  project  impacts  in  Attachment  5,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EER. 
The  results  of  the  revised  modeling  show  that  project  impacts  (including  those  at  the 
Joshua  Tree  National  Monument)  will  not  exceed  federal  Class  I and  II  increments  and 
will  not  exceed  either  federal  or  California  ambient  air  quality  standards  for  CO.  N02, 
and  S02.  Project  impacts  alone  for  PM  10  are  well  below  federal  and  California  ambient 
air  quality  standards.  Furthermore,  the  revised  modeling  show  that  cumulative  impacts 
will  not  exceed  the  annual  average  PM  10  federal  and  California  standards.  However, 
the  highest  background  PM  10  ambient  values  measured  on-site  exceed  the  24-hour 
average  PM  10  federal  and  California  standards.  Therefore,  regardless  of  the  magnitude 
of  project  PM  10  impacts,  when  project  impacts  are  added  to  the  maximum  measured 
background  levels  the  resulting  cumulative  impacts  still  exceed  24-hour  average  federal 
and  California  PM  10  ambient  air  quality  standards.  In  light  of  this  modeling,  Mitigation 
Measure  AQ-23  is  no  longer  required. 

53.  As  discussed  in  Responses  0139-51  and  0139-52,  the  revised  air  quality  modeling  using 
weather  data  collected  on-site  has  been  completed  and  the  results  are  summarized  in 
Attachment  5,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR  (Tables  29,  36,  49,  and  52).  A 
comparison  between  the  results  of  air  quality  modeling  using  screening  level  meteoro- 
logical data  and  the  results  of  modeling  using  meteorological  data  collected  on-site  is 
shown  on  Table  FEIR-AQ-14,  Attachment  2,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  As 
shown  on  this  table,  the  use  of  weather  data  collected  on-site  does  result  in  substantial 
reductions  in  estimated  project  impacts. 
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It  is  only  “common”  to  use  five  years  of  site-specific  monitoring  data  if  a new  project  is 
fortunate  enough  to  be  located  next  to  or  very  near  a permanent  monitoring  station,  such 
as  those  operated  by  air  pollution  control  agencies.  For  remote  locations  such  as  Eagle 
Mountain  and  Amboy,  on-site  meteorological  data  collected  for  one  year  is  commonly 
required  by  regulatory  agencies.  While  data  from  existing  airports  are  often  accepted  by 
air  pollution  regulatory  agencies,  up  to  five  years  of  such  data  are  often  compared  with 
data  collected  in  accordance  with  EPA-approved  protocols.  However,  due  to  the  remote 
location  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  project,  there  are  no  permanent  monitoring  stations 
located  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  Therefore,  it  was  necessary  to  install  an  on-site 
meteorological  and  ambient  concentration  monitor  to  perform  detailed  air  quality  mod- 
eling studies. 

As  discussed  in  Response  0139-52,  the  results  of  the  revised  modeling  analysis  show  that 
project  impacts  will  not  exceed  federal  Class  I or  II  increments  and  will  not  exceed  either 
federal  or  California  ambient  air  quality  standards  for  CO,  NO2,  SO2,  and  PM  1 0 (annual 
average  only).  Project  impacts  alone  for  PM  10  are  well  below  federal  and  California 
24-hour  average  ambient  air  quality  standards.  However,  the  highest  background 
ambient  values  measured  on-site  exceed  the  24-hour  average  PM  10  federal  and  Califor- 
nia standards.  Therefore,  regardless  of  the  magnitude  of  project  impacts,  when  added  to 
the  maximum  measured  background  levels,  the  resulting  cumulative  impacts  still  exceed 
24-hour  average  federal  and  California  ambient  PM  10  air  quality  standards.  As  part  of 
the  SCAQMD  air  quality  permitting  process,  the  project  will  be  required  to  obtain  PM  10 
emission  offsets.  However,  it  is  doubtful  that  these  offsets  will  be  sufficient  to  lower 
maximum  ambient  on-site  background  PM  10  levels  below  24-hour  average  federal  and 
California  air  quality  standards. 

54.  Several  conversations  with  Environmental  Protection  Agency  Region  IX  staff  formed  the 
basis  for  the  conclusion  that  emissions  associated  with  on-site  vehicles  are  not  included 
for  purposes  of  determining  applicability  with  federal  Prevention  of  Significant  Deteri- 
oration regulations.  A PSD  applicability  determination  request  to  the  EPA  confirmed 
that.  See  Response  0139-55  below  and  Appendix  M,  Attachment  1 1. 

55.  The  SCAQMD  PSD  regulations  are  not  presently  in  effect  and  are  not  expected  to  apply 
to  the  project.  Project  conformance  with  PSD  requirements  has  been  evaluated  by  EPA 
under  the  federal  PSD  program  and  found  in  conformance  (Appendix  M,  Attachment 
1 1).  Compliance  with  the  requirements  of  this  program  is  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EER, 
page  413  and  Appendix  E,  pp.  97-101. 

Before  air  quality  permits  are  issued  for  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed 
project,  it  will  be  necessary  to  demonstrate  to  the  South  Coast  AQMD  that  the  project 
will  comply  with  all  applicable  regulatory  limits.  If  PSD  review  is  triggered,  these 
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applicable  regulatory  limits  will  include  demonstrating  that  the  project  will  not  exceed 
allowable  increment  levels  in  the  project  area. 

The  project  applicant  will  not  seek  any  exemption  from  PSD  regulatory  requirements, 
since  none  are  available.  Based  on  the  on-site  meteorological  data,  the  project  will,  in 
fact,  comply  with  all  applicable  air  quality  regulatory  requirements. 

56.  Please  see  Responses  0139-57,  58,  59,  and  60  for  a discussion  of  the  screening  level  risk 
assessment.  The  results  of  the  health  risk  assessment  reanalysis  are  summarized  in 
Response  0003-40. 

57.  Included  as  Attachment  8 (see  Attachment  8-3  and  8-4)  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  (Appendix 
M)  are  copies  of  the  input  and  output  files  for  the  modeling  analysis  used  for  the  revised 
risk  assessment  contained  in  Attachment  9,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  These 
files  show  the  emission  rates,  meteorological  conditions,  and  grid  system  used  for  the 
modeling  analysis. 

58.  The  source  of  the  landfill  composition  data  is  amplified  in  the  revised  health  risk 
assessment  found  in  Attachment  9,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

59.  See  Response  0 1 64- 1 5 for  a discussion  of  landfill  gas  flares  toxic  compound  destruction 
efficiencies.  The  LFG  collection  efficiency  of  80  percent  is  an  assumption,  based  on 
design  experience  of  SCS  Engineers. 

60.  The  revised  risk  assessment  in  Attachment  9,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR  adds  a 
discussion  of  the  potential  chronic  non-cancer  health  impacts,  which  were  found  to  be  at 
acceptable  levels.  Acute  health  hazards  were  not  assessed,  because  the  landfill  gas  flares 
are  protected  against  the  foreseeable  possibility  of  accidental  releases  of  untreated  gas. 

61.  It  is  unclear  what  is  meant  by,  “This  level  of  analysis  does  not  appear  to  be  provided.” 
In  fact,  analyses  of  the  impacts  of  the  project  on  air  quality  in  Joshua  Tree  National 
Monument  were  prepared  using  EPA-approved  screening  techniques  and  health  conser- 
vative assumptions;  these  analyses  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  Appendix  E,  pp. 
59-61  and  92-94.  The  comment  then  repeats  conclusions  from  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

As  discussed  in  Responses  0139-49, 5 1, 52,  and  53,  revised  modeling  using  weather  data 
collected  on-site  has  been  completed  and  the  results  are  summarized  in  Attachment  5, 
Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR  (see  Tables  29,  36,  49,  and  52).  The  results  of  the 
revised  modeling  show  that  project  impacts  at  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  will  not 
exceed  federal  Class  I or  II  increments.  Therefore,  there  is  no  need  for  any  mitigation 
measures  in  addition  to  those  specified  in  the  final  EIS/EIR.  Nevertheless,  Mitigation 
Measure  AQ-9  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  to  include  a feasibility  study  to 
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evaluate  the  potential  for  use  of  diesel  engines  with  selective  catalytic  reduction  (SCR) 
or  natural  gas  fuels  to  reduce  Eagle  Mountain  railway  locomotive  emissions. 

62.  As  discussed  in  Responses  0139-55  and  61,  project  impacts  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  were 
based  on  extremely  conservative  modeling  assumptions.  The  draft  compared  worst-case 
project  impacts  in  the  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  with  allowable  Class  I increments. 
Furthermore,  as  discussed  in  Response  0 1 39-6 1 , the  revised  modeling  using  weather  data 
collected  on-site  shows  that  project  impacts  at  the  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  will 
not  exceed  federal  Class  I or  II  increments. 


63.  The  conclusions  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  regarding  visibility  impairment  in  the  project  area 
were  based  on  an  extremely  conservative  Level- 1 visibility  screening  analysis  using 
procedures  specified  in  the  EPA  publication  “Workbook  for  Estimating  Visibility 
Impairment”  (November  1980).  For  the  final  EIS/EIR,  a Level-2  visibility  screening 
analysis  has  been  performed  using  the  EPA-approved  VISCREEN  model.  This  analysis 
indicates  that  there  will  be  no  significant  adverse  visibility  impacts  at  the  Joshua  Tree 
National  Monument  due  to  the  operation  of  the  proposed  project.  These  results  can  be 
found  in  Attachment  4,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

64.  As  shown  on  the  table  cited  by  the  commenter  (Appendix  E,  pp.  74,  Table  20),  the  train 
car  spotters  and  container  handlers  will  not  be  used  at  all  seven  transfer  stations.  The 
train  car  spotters  will  only  be  used  at  the  rail-access  transfer  stations  and  the  container 
handlers  will  only  be  used  at  the  truck-access  stations.  Therefore,  the  total  number  of 
car  spotters  is  2 rather  than  77,  and  the  total  number  of  container  handlers  is  12  rather 
than  14.  The  comment  is  correct  that  the  fuel  consumption  rate  for  rubber-tired  loaders 
shown  on  Table  20  of  Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  incorrect.  The  correct  fuel 
consumption  rate  for  a single  rubber-tired  loader  should  be  6 gallons  per  hour  rather  than 
7 gallons  per  hour.  The  correct  fuel  consumption  rate  was  used  for  the  “Reduced 
Operations”  and  “Rail  Only”  alternatives.  However,  this  same  error  was  incorporated  in 
emission  estimates  for  the  “No  Project”  alternative.  Enclosed  as  Attachment  5 in  the 
final  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  M)  is  the  revised  Table  20  as  well  as  the  other  tables  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  affected  by  this  error.  These  corrections  do  not  change  the  conclusions  made 
in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

Finally,  the  calculated  emissions  for  the  rubber-tired  loaders  shown  on  Table  20  are 
correct  using  the  fuel  consumption  rate  of  6.64  gallons  per  hour  assumed  for  this  analysis. 
This  value  was  rounded  up  to  7 gallons  per  hour  on  Table  20.  However,  as  discussed 
above,  this  value  has  been  corrected  to  6 gallons  per  hour. 

65.  The  purpose  of  the  table  cited  by  the  commenter  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E, 
Table  33,  p.  100)  is  to  show  that  if  the  landfill  gas  flares  were  not  equipped  with  emission 
controls,  the  project  may  trigger  federal  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  require- 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EIR 


359 


DOCUMENT  0139 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


DOCUMENT  0139 


ments.  The  unmitigated  flare  emissions  shown  on  Table  33  were  calculated  using  the 
emission  factors  and  process  rates  shown  on  Table  25  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E, 
pp.  83)  and  assume  that  the  flares  were  not  equipped  with  emission  control  systems. 
However,  as  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  emission  controls  on  the  flares  are  included 
as  part  of  the  project  design  features  in  order  to  comply  with  SCAQMD  and  U.S.  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency  emission  standards  (Appendix  E,  page  90).  Therefore,  the 
emission  estimates  for  the  landfill  gas  flares  shown  on  Table  25  and  28  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  account  for  the  installation  of  emission  control  systems  (Appendix  E,  pp.  83 
and  91). 

66.  The  grid  system  and  locations  of  receptors  studies  for  the  analysis  of  project  impacts  on 
Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  are  contained  in  the  modeling  input  and  output  files 
included  as  Attachment  8 in  the  final  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  M).  As  shown  in  these  files, 
there  is  a different  point  of  maximum  impact  in  JTNM  depending  on  the  pollutant  studied. 
Therefore,  there  are  several  corresponding  distances  to  JTNM  depending  on  the  receptor 
of  interest.  The  correct  relationship  between  the  boundaries  of  JTNM  and  project  sources 
was  used  in  all  of  the  air  quality  modeling  analyses.  The  distance  referenced  on  page  94 
of  Appendix  E should  be  read  in  this  context.  The  actual  distance  to  JTNM’s  closest 
boundary  is  about  1.5  miles  (see  draft  EIS/EIR,  page  3). 

67.  The  CO  emissions  for  the  transfer  stations  increase  as  a result  of  mitigation  measures. 
The  mitigation  CO  emission  factors  for  the  transfer  station  loaders,  container  handlers, 
and  train  car  spotters  are  higher  than  the  unmitigated  CO  emission  factors  for  this  same 
equipment.  However,  the  mitigated  emission  factors  for  all  other  criteria  pollutants  (i.e., 
NOx,  ROG,  SO2,  and  PM  10)  are  lower  than  the  corresponding  unmitigated  emission 
factors  for  this  same  equipment.  A listing  of  the  emission  factors  for  the  unmitigated 
equipment  at  the  transfer  stations  are  shown  on  Tables  19  and  20  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
(Appendix  E,  pp.  73  and  74).  The  emissions  factors  for  the  mitigated  equipment  at  the 
transfer  stations  are  shown  on  the  tables  included  in  Attachment  3 in  the  final  EIS/EIS 
(Appendix  M). 

68.  The  habitat  where  two  tortoise  sign  were  found  is  along  the  rail  line  near  the  town  of 
Eagle  Mountain.  The  habitat  is  of  very  low  quality  for  tortoises  in  this  area.  No 
project-related  impacts  are  expected  where  the  sign  was  found.  The  mine  site  itself,  as 
well  as  the  town  of  Eagle  Mountain,  supports  no  tortoise  habitat.  Any  rail  line  mainte- 
nance will  be  monitored  by  a qualified  biologist  to  ensure  no  “take”  of  tortoises  (draft 
EIS/EIR,  page  499,  Appendix  F,  pages  85-87). 

69.  The  Category  1 tortoise  habitat  is  considered  very  significant,  and  that  is  why  it  has  been 
designated  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  by  the  BLM.  With  implementa- 
tion of  the  mitigation  measures  outlined  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  project  is  not  expected 
to  have  any  significant  impacts  on  the  Category  1 tortoise  habitat. 
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70.  This  comment  is  correct.  This  response  acknowledges  that  the  discussion  on  impacts  to 
tortoises  from  rail  spur  construction  under  the  Rail  Access  Only  alternative  (page  452  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR)  should  reflect  the  following: 

Impacts.  Potential  impacts  to  tortoises  from  habitat  loss,  incidental  road  kills,  and 
potential  habitat  fragmentation  will  be  reduced  by  eliminating  truck  traffic  on  the  Eagle 
Mountain  Road.  Permanent  impacts  to  33.3  acres  (compared  to  1 50  acres  in  the  proposed 
action)  of  Category  3 tortoise  habitat  will  occur  due  to  the  construction  of  the  2.5-mile- 
long  rail  spur,  along  with  potential  loss  of  individual  tortoises  within  this  construction 
zone.  Impacts  to  tortoises  from  raven  predation  will  be  reduced  because  fewer  road  kills 
to  be  scavenged  by  ravens  will  occur,  thus  reducing  the  level  of  attraction  for  these  birds 
to  the  site.  Significant  impacts  similar  to  the  proposed  action  remain  due  to  landfill 
operation  and  railroad  service. 

Mitigation.  The  loss  of  33.3  acres  of  Category  3 desert  tortoise  habitat  would  require  the 
purchase  and  donation  to  permanent  open  space  of  83.3  acres  (BLM  compensation  ratio 
of  2.5:1)  of  tortoise  habitat.  A preconstruction  clearance  survey  of  the  spur  right-of-way 
would  be  necessary  to  remove  any  tortoises  within  the  construction  zone  to  a distance  of 
at  least  300  feet  from  the  right-of-way.  Remaining  mitigation  measures  are  the  same  as 
those  listed  under  the  proposed  action  for  impacts  associated  with  rail  line  and  landfill 
operations. 

7 1 . For  an  area  to  be  utilized  by  bighorn  sheep,  all  necessary  elements  for  sheep  survival  must 
be  present  before  it  can  be  considered  habitat.  Much  of  the  Eagle  Mountains  supports 
vegetation  and  cover  that  is  necessary  for  sheep  survival  but  lacks  year-round  water 
sources.  Therefore,  it  would  not  be  considered  year-round  habitat.  Placement  of  new 
water  sources  in  these  areas  would  actually  be  creating  new  year-round  habitat,  replacing 
that  lost  to  the  landfill.  It  should  be  noted  that  Nelson’s  bighorn  sheep  is  not  listed  by 
the  CDFG  or  the  USFWS  under  the  California  or  federal  Endangered  Species  Act  as 
threatened  or  endangered,  but  is  a CDFG  Fully  Protected  and  a BLM  Sensitive  Species. 

72.  Compensation  for  loss  of  894  acres  of  bighorn  habitat  will  be  creation  of  new  habitat 
through  the  creation  of  new  water  sources.  See  Response  0026-80.  This  response 
acknowledges  that  the  term  “high-quality”  to  describe  the  744  acres  of  habitat  that  will 
remain  on  the  project  site  (page  456  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR)  should  be  deleted.  See 
Response  0034-11. 

73.  No  impacts  to  wetlands  are  anticipated  from  the  proposed  project  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page 
468).  The  water  sources  mentioned  under  the  discussion  of  Nelson’s  bighorn  sheep  are 
not  considered  wetlands  since  they  lack  characteristic  wetland  qualities  (hydrophytic 
vegetation,  hydric  soils,  or  wetland  hydrology).  A discussion  of  the  404  process  is  on 
page  467  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Since  the  anticipated  deposition  of  fill  to  jurisdictional 
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“waters  of  the  United  States”  (e.g.,  intermittent  streams)  will  exceed  one  acre,  an 
individual  project  404  permit  will  be  required  from  the  USACE. 

74.  Figure  57a  has  been  revised  to  include  a legend.  The  revised  figure  follows  this  page. 

75.  The  information  regarding  tipping  fees  was  prepared  by  the  project  applicant,  Mine 
Reclamation  Corporation,  as  part  of  its  internal  economic  analysis  for  the  project.  At  the 
time  of  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  $18.50  per  ton  average  tipping  fee  was 
arrived  at  by  averaging  various  publicly  posted  and  reported  tipping  fees  at  major  private 
and  public  landfills  in  Los  Angeles  County.  The  $45.00  per  ton  tip  fee  estimate  for  the 
project  was  presented  in  MRC’s  proposal  in  response  to  a Request  for  Proposal  for  remote 
disposal  of  solid  wastes  prepared  by  the  Los  Angeles  County  Sanitation  Districts  in  1989. 

76.  The  landfill  footprint  is  delineated  and  identified  by  words  on  its  north  and  south  borders. 

77.  See  Responses  0002- 13a  and  13b  and  0139-29. 

78.  Providing  the  requested  map  clarification  would  not  correct  an  identified  deficiency  in 
the  draft  EIS/EIR  or  change  any  of  its  conclusions.  The  expense  of  the  request  is  not 
warranted. 

79.  The  strike  and  dip  symbols  do  conform  to  U.S.G.S.  standards. 

80.  This  comment  identifies  no  specific  deficiency  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  but  recommends  a 
graphic  be  added  for  clarification.  A requirement  of  the  RWQCB  permit  process,  at  this 
point  the  cross  section  was  not  included  due  to  its  expense. 

8 1 . Please  refer  to  Response  000 1-21  and  0002- 1 1 . 

82.  Please  refer  to  Response  0002- 1 1 . 

83.  Yes,  the  photolineaments  have  been  examined  in  the  field.  Please  refer  to  Response 
0001-21  and  0002-11. 

84.  The  reference  for  BLM  Manual  Section  8400  - Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM)  (no 
date)  was  omitted  from  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  now  appears  at  the  conclusion  of  this 
response  section.  There  is  a brief  summary  of  the  BLM’s  methodology  under  the 
introductory  statement,  Section  IV.J.l.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (p.  492).  This  section  of  the 
draft  report  was  prepared  with  extensive  input  from  BLM  staff. 

85.  Based  on  the  VRM’s  scenic  quality  evaluation  criteria,  landscape  areas  are  given  an  A 
(high),  B (medium),  or  C (low)  rating  based  on  the  apparent  scenic  quality  which  is 
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determined  using  seven  key  factors:  landform,  vegetation,  water,  color,  adjacent  scenery, 
scarcity,  and  cultural  modifications.  The  area  is  evaluated  on  a comparative  basis  with 
similar  features  within  the  physiographic  province.  Therefore,  scenic  quality  is  relative 
to  the  regional  landscape.  In  this  case,  mapping  done  by  the  BLM  on  a general  level 
established  the  baseline  for  the  more  detailed  mapping  and  evaluation  conducted  for  the 
study  area.  Areas  of  truly  outstanding  scenic  values,  such  as  the  Coxcomb  Mountains, 
set  the  standard  for  ranking  other  areas.  That  is  why  other  less  unique  landforms  were 
ranked  medium  or  low. 

86.  Note  that  after  the  “concerning  the  existing  mining  area”  language  set  forth  in  the 
comment,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  at  page  265,  states: 

However,  they  [the  mined  areas]  create  a strong  disharmony  with  the  form,  line, 
color,  and  texture  of  the  mountain  formations  in  which  they  are  located.  Overall 
visual  quality  is  low. 

In  assessing  scenic  quality  using  the  VRM,  variety  in  form,  line,  color,  and  texture  is 
generally  seen  to  be  a positive  attribute.  However,  there  is  a specific  rating  criteria  for 
cultural  modifications  which  “add  variety  but  are  very  discordant  and  promote  strong 
disharmony.”  In  these  cases,  the  negative  implications  (i.e.,  a negative  “score”  on  the 
evaluation  sheet)  outweigh  the  positive  and  shift  all  but  the  most  scenic  landscapes  into 
the  “low”  scenic  quality  category.  This  is  consistent  with  the  evaluations  performed  on 
a regional  level.  Although  it  is  true  that  most  viewers  would  likely  give  a higher  rank  to 
the  undisturbed  bajadas,  dunes,  and  dry  lakes,  these  areas  are  still  “low”  in  comparison 
to  the  jagged,  colorful  peaks  of  the  Coxcombs.  Because  there  is  no  “extra-low”  category 
defined  for  the  mine,  the  disturbed  mine  pit  is  ranked  on  the  same  level  as  the  undisturbed 
bajadas,  dunes,  and  dry  lakes. 

87.  The  commenter  is  correct.  The  conclusions  reached  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  regarding 
visibility  impairment  in  the  project  area  were  based  on  an  extremely  conservative  Level- 1 
visibility  screening  analysis  using  procedures  specified  in  the  EPA  publication  “Work- 
book for  Estimating  Visibility  Impairment”  (November  1980).  For  the  final  EIS/EIR,  a 
Level-2  visibility  screening  analysis  has  been  performed  using  the  EPA-approved 
VISCREEN  model.  This  analysis  indicates  that  there  will  be  no  significant  adverse 
visibility  impacts  at  the  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  due  to  the  operation  of  the 
proposed  project.  These  results  can  be  found  in  Attachment  4,  Appendix  M of  the  final 
EIS/EIR. 

88a.  It  is  true  that  the  impact  analysis  focuses  on  the  visual  impact  of  the  completed  landfill. 
This  response  acknowledges  that  the  completed  landfill  and  construction  activities  will 
be  visible  from  some  key  observation  points.  This  will  not  change  the  conclusions  of 
the  visual  assessment — construction  activities  and  the  completed  landfill  will  meet  both 
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the  Class  in  and  Class  IV  management  objective.  The  measure  of  impact  in  terms  of  the 
VRM  is  visual  contrast  (in  form,  line,  color,  and  texture)  resulting  from  the  proposed 
project  and  activities  and  whether  or  not  that  contrast  exceeds  levels  appropriate  for  the 
management  class.  At  the  typical  viewing  distance  (5-10  miles),  construction  activities 
would  not  be  readily  apparent. 

88b.  The  Kaiser  Mine  Reclamation  Plan  was  approved  in  1978.  It  does  not  contain  “substan- 
tial requirements  for  the  visual  improvement  of  the  site.”  The  minimal  requirements  for 
visual  improvements  in  that  1978  plan  would  not  change  the  conclusion  that  the  site 
would  be  visually  degraded  after  reclamation. 

89.  The  tree  planting  program  would  occur  as  part  of  the  repopulation  of  the  Eagle  Mountain 
townsite  (see  draft  EIS/EIR,  page  512).  However,  this  program  would  not  be  funded  by 
MRC  because  the  Eagle  Mountain  townsite  is  not  a part  of  the  project.  A separate  specific 
plan  requiring  CEQA  review  will  be  developed  for  the  townsite  at  a future  date  (page 
438  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  Site  development  plans  (including  landscaping)  will  be 
consistent  with  the  Riverside  General  Plan  and  approved  by  the  County  as  a condition 
of  the  Specific  Plan  for  the  townsite. 

90.  The  evaluation  of  night  lighting,  its  significance,  and  appropriate  mitigation  measures 
was  generated  from  consultation  with  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  staff.  A combi- 
nation of  features,  including  restriction  of  nighttime  activities,  the  location  of  nighttime 
lighting  well  away  from  the  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  boundary,  and  the  use  of 
shades  on  individual  light  fixtures,  will  avoid  significant  impacts.  The  glare  effects  of 
the  previous  mining  activities  will  not  be  repeated  and  do  not  require  further  analysis. 

91.  The  bibliography  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  includes  the  Wyle  reference  and  will  be  modified 
to  correctly  list  the  FHWA  model,  which  is  among  the  most  common  of  the  calculation 
procedures  for  estimating  noise  from  roadways  (See  bibliography  at  the  end  of  this 
responses  section  of  the  final  EIS/EIR).  Noise  levels  for  equipment  that  may  be  used  at 
the  landfill  site  were  derived  from  several  sources  (see  draft  EIS/EIR,  page  552). 

92.  See  draft  EIS/EIR,  Appendix  F,  pages  74-78  for  a detailed  discussion  of  noise  impacts 
on  the  desert  tortoise. 

93.  The  commenter  is  correct  in  recognizing  that  there  is  no  quantitative  criterion  for 
determining  the  significance  of  energy  consumption.  As  noted  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page 
572),  no  concerns  regarding  energy  consumption  were  expressed  during  the  scoping 
process.  Among  the  various  remote  rail  haul  sites  considered,  it  is  true  that  the  Eagle 
Mountain  ranks  among  the  highest  in  terms  of  transportation-related  energy  consumption 
and  air  emissions.  This  does  not  necessarily  equate  to  a significant  energy  impact. 
Unlike  air  quality,  there  are  no  quantitative  thresholds  in  use  for  defining  energy  impacts 
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and  there  is  no  energy  equivalent  to  “nonattainment”  status  defined  by  regulations.  The 
Amboy  project  may  require  additional  energy  consumption  on-site  to  the  extent  that  it 
must  create  a depression  and  mine  cover  material,  both  of  which  already  exist  at  Eagle 
Mountain  in  the  form  of  the  mine  pit  and  tailings  piles.  These  facts,  plus  the  potential 
for  and  commitment  by  the  applicant  towards  energy  recovery  from  the  project  and  other 
mitigation  measures  (page  578  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR),  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  its  energy 
use  does  not  represent  a significant  impact. 

94.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  cumulative  impacts  on  pages  589-598.  It  is  correct  that  there 
are  few  or  no  criteria  for  significance  in  discussing  cumulative  impacts.  Conclusions  in 
the  report,  however,  are  based  on  much  more  than  just  the  level  of  individual  impacts  of 
this  one  project.  Rather  the  draft  EIS/EIR  analyzed  the  collective  impacts  of  all  projects 
which  might  cause  cumulatively  significant  impacts.  Other  factors  considered  include 
the  restorative  function  of  the  project  (page  587),  the  remoteness  of  the  area  and  large 
size  of  the  region  considered  (page  587),  the  relatively  low  number  and  small  size  of 
other  active  uses  in  the  area  (page  587),  and  historical  size  and  extent  of  the  Eagle 
Mountain  community,  and  the  fact  that  it  is  controlled  by  a single  owner  (page  588). 

95.  The  report  does  describe  a variety  of  cumulative  effects,  including  those  on  water  quality 
and  use  (page  589),  air  quality  (page  592),  biology  (page  593-594),  visual  character  (page 
595),  and  others.  The  conclusions  reached  in  the  report,  while  necessarily  subjective  in 
some  respects,  are  neither  arbitrary  nor  attributable  solely  to  the  report’s  authors.  In 
addition  to  the  scoping  process  described  in  the  report  (pages  6-9),  both  lead  agencies 
and  many  associated  offices  exercised  substantial  independent  review  authority  and 
added  substantial  input  and  analysis  to  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT  0140  Letter  from  Hugh  L.  Cochran,  September  16, 1991 

1.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  does  evaluate  the  many  and  varied  potential  environmental  impacts 
of  the  proposed  project. 

2.  The  Pinto  Valley  groundwater  basin  and  its  storage  capacity  are  discussed  on  pages 
112-115  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Since  this  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or 
accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  no  further  response  is  necessary. 

3.  See  Responses  0001-25  and  0002-4. 

4.  See  Responses  0001-25  and  0002-4.  No  drainage  from  the  proposed  project  will  be 
directed  toward  the  open  Colorado  River  Aqueduct.  Drainage  outlets  and  other  upstream 
facilities  will  be  designed  and  sized  to  minimize  velocities  and  reduce  erosion.  Where 
drainage  is  planned  to  cross  the  covered  portion  of  the  aqueduct,  MWD  will  be  consulted 
as  to  design  and  location.  Copies  of  the  drainage  report  and  detailed  plans  were 
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forwarded  to  MWD  for  review.  Ail  drainage  facilities  for  conveyance  of  flow  over  the 
aqueduct  will  be  reviewed  and  approved  by  MWD  prior  to  construction.  The  drainage 
report  is  included  as  Appendix  L of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

5.  See  Response  0012-1  above. 

6.  See  Responses  0001-97  and  0003-4,  5,  and  6. 

7.  See  Response  0126-4  above. 

DOCUMENT  0141  Letter  from  Susan  Lunn,  no  date 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0142  Letter  from  Doris  and  Tom  Stevens,  September  19, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0143  Letter  from  Susan  G.  Carney,  September  23, 1991 

1.  The  proposed  landfill  would  be  a Class  III  nonhazardous  municipal  solid  waste  facility 
and  as  such  would  only  accept  nonhazardous  solid  wastes  and  inert  wastes  (pages  3 and 
48  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  In  the  event  that  hazardous  materials  illegally  enter  the  waste 
stream,  the  MRFs  and  transfer  stations  would  provide  methods  to  sort  and  separate  the 
waste  prior  to  being  transported  to  the  landfill  site.  A description  of  this  process  appears 
in  Section  IV.B.l  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT  0144  Letter  from  California  Department  of  Conservation,  September 

17, 1991 

1.  This  letter  does  not  comment  on  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  required. 

DOCUMENT  0145  Letter  from  County  Sanitation  Districts  of  Los  Angeles  County, 

September  20, 1991 

la.  Section  II.G.2.a  discusses  in  detail  the  alternative  remote  desert  site  rail  haul  project  at 
Amboy  (pages  77-86  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  This  comment  corrects  and  amplifies  Section 
II.G.2.b,  Proposed  Landfills/Expansions  of  Existing  Landfills  in  Counties  Where  Waste 
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is  Generated  (pages  86-104).  Three  landfills  within  Los  Angeles  County,  Bradley  West, 
Chiquita  Canyon,  and  Scholl  Canyon,  in  addition  to  the  two  discussed  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR,  have  expansion  potential. 

lb.  Regardless  of  the  specifics  mentioned  in  this  comment,  the  three  conclusions  regarding 
existing  landfills  or  the  expansion  of  existing  landfills  are  not  altered  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR: 
(a)  there  would  be  less  of  an  impact  to  air  quality;  however,  the  impact  would  still  be 
significant  and  unmitigated;  (b)  there  would  be  less  energy  consumption;  and  (c)  the  use 
of  these  sites  would  not  necessarily  involve  processing  wastes  through  MRFs. 

2.  Flare  emission  factors  without  the  use  of  oxidation  catalysts  and  urea  injection  are  shown 
in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  Appendix  E,  at  page  83.  The  use  of  these  emission  control  systems 
when  gas  generation  rates  exceed  specified  levels  is  a mitigating  project  feature  proposed 
by  the  project  proponent  and  not  an  additional  mitigation  measure  required  as  a result  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Consequently,  it  is  not  necessary  to  present  emission  estimates  for 
flares  which  do  not  reflect  these  controls,  since  no  one  is  proposing  the  construction  of 
the  project  without  them. 

The  reference  on  page  382  to  uncertainty  regarding  the  commercial  availability  on  a urea 
injection  system  at  a point  in  the  future  is  incorrect;  as  properly  stated  on  page  129  on 
Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  comment  regarding  uncertainty  of  the  future 
availability  of  technology  relates  only  to  the  oxidation  catalyst  system.  This  issue  is 
reached,  however,  only  if  an  energy  recovery  facility  which  would  be  expected  to 
generate  lower  hydrocarbon  and  monoxide  emissions  than  a flare  is  not  built. 

3.  The  comment  is  correct  that  the  air  quality  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  assumes  an 
oxidation  catalyst  CO  control  efficiency  of  90  percent  for  the  landfill  gas  flares. 
Therefore,  the  section  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  cited  by  the  commenter  (page  382)  should 
read  “at  least  a 90  percent  reduction”  rather  than  “at  least  an  80  percent  reduction.” 

4.  The  data  attached  to  the  comment  showed  emission  factors  for  NOx,  SO2,  and  PM  10 
which  are  virtually  identical  with  those  used  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  factors  presented 
for  hydrocarbon  and  carbon  monoxide  emissions  are  substantially  below  those  presented 
in  the  draft  EIS/EIR;  in  fact,  the  factors  presented  by  the  commenter  are  below  those 
assumed  to  be  achievable  with  an  oxidation  catalyst.  Consequently,  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
continues  to  reflect  a worst-case  estimate  of  potential  flare  emissions.  If  the  emission 
factors  presented  by  the  commenter  are  verified  and  guaranteed  by  a flare  system  vendor, 
actual  impacts  associated  with  the  flares  will  be  lower  than  those  contained  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR,  and  no  oxidation  catalyst  will  be  necessary  to  achieve  those  levels. 

5.  To  be  conservative,  the  screening  level  air  quality  impact  analysis  contained  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  assumed  that  the  flares  were  located  at  the  same  elevation  as  the  receptors 
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studied.  The  suggestion  made  by  the  commenter  will  be  taken  into  consideration  during 
the  design  phase  of  the  landfill  gas  collection  system. 

6.  See  Response  0027-24.  The  exact  design  and  materials  necessary  to  construct  the  adit 
extension  have  not  been  formulated.  Materials  and  design  will  be  proposed  that  will 
resist  forces  anticipated  within  the  landfill  and  resist  leakage. 

7.  While  it  would  have  been  more  correct  to  use  the  mid-range  values  shown  in  Figure  98 
of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  use  of  these  mid-range  values  would  not  result  in  different  total 
noise  levels  being  assumed  for  each  grouping  of  equipment  shown  in  Table  49  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR.  Therefore,  the  worst-case  operational  noise  levels  were  used  in  this 
situation  because  it  is  impossible  to  predict  the  distribution  and  location  of  equipment  on 
the  site  at  any  given  time  and  which  equipment  would  be  operating. 

The  draft  EIS/EIR  states  on  pages  555  and  556  the  conservative  nature  of  the  assumptions 
made  and  their  effect  on  the  results  and  conclusions.  The  text  states  that  the  noise 
contours  of  Figure  99  assume  a single  point  noise  source  at  the  landfill  boundary,  but 
that  under  a more  realistic  situation,  the  noise  source  would  be  spread  throughout  the 
landfill  area.  The  dispersal  of  the  equipment  would  dissipate  noise  levels  and  they  would 
be  lower  than  those  used  in  the  analysis.  The  text  also  states  that  earth-moving  operations 
at  the  project  site  would  mostly  take  place  inside  a landfill  pit  which  would  provide 
shielding  for  the  noise.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  then  concludes  that  the  noise  exposure  at  the 
closest  residential  area  “would  be  considerably  less  than  the  calculation  from  the 
worst-case  scenario.” 

DOCUMENT  0146  Letter  from  Sierra  Club  SCNRCC  Desert  Committee, 
September  23, 1991 

1.  The  project  is  southeast  of  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  and  at  its  closest  point  is 
approximately  8,000  feet  south  of  the  boundary.  Measures  to  control  windblown  debris 
associated  with  landfill  operations  are  addressed  in  Section  IV.J.4  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
Also,  see  Response  0026-9.  In  the  event  that  JTNM  or  BLM  staff  observe  or  receive 
reports  of  problems  developing  with  windblown  debris,  there  will  be  operations  person- 
nel assigned  to  litter  control  who  can  be  contacted  to  ensure  the  timely  retrieval  of  stray 
litter.  Monitoring  of  this  clean-up  procedure  by  JTNM  staff  is  not  considered  necessary. 

2.  The  information  requested  in  the  comment  is  contained  in  Response  0095-2b  in  the  final 
EIS/EIR.  This  information  is  also  included  in  the  Biological  Assessment  prepared  for 
the  Section  7 consultation  as  required  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (see  Appendix  N 
of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 
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3.  This  comment  is  correct  in  pointing  out  that  the  closest  major  tortoise  population  to  the 
landfill  site  is  in  the  Pinto  Basin  in  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument,  approximately  5 to 
6 miles  to  the  north  and  west.  Tortoise  densities  of  100  to  180  tortoises  per  square  mile 
have  been  found  in  this  area  in  recent  years  (Karl  1988;  Freilich  and  Moon  1991). 

4.  This  is  not  deemed  a significant  impact.  Windblown  trash  will  be  controlled  through  the 
daily  covering  of  refuse  and  fencing  around  the  active  portion  of  the  landfill  to  catch 
windblown  debris  (draft  EIS/EIR,  pp.  514-517).  See  Response  0026-9.  Also,  there  is 
very  little  tortoise  activity  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  landfill,  where  windblown  trash 
would  be  most  likely  to  accumulate. 

5.  Although  the  exact  length  of  the  proposed  chimney  has  not  been  established,  it  has  been 
estimated  that  it  would  be  approximately  250  feet  long.  Precautions  will  be  taken  in  the 
design  and  selection  of  materials  for  construction  of  the  chimney  to  prevent  the  infiltra- 
tion of  any  landfill  gases.  As  with  other  portions  of  the  landfill,  LFG  detection  probes 
will  monitor  for  the  presence  of  LFG  and  standard  operating  responses  will  be  used  if  its 
presence  is  discovered.  These  responses  may  include  increasing  the  draw  on  nearby  LFG 
collection  wells  in  the  installation  of  new  wells  close  to  the  point  of  detection.  See 
Response  0001-25. 

6.  Alternative  fuels  do  not  result  in  inherently  lower  emission  levels,  except  in  specific 
applications.  For  on-highway  vehicles,  California’s  low-emission  vehicle  regulations, 
and  the  corresponding  requirements  of  SCAQMD  Rule  1601,  achieve  the  objectives  of 
what  are  popularly  referred  to  as  “alternative  fuels.”  While  alternative  fuels  may  be  used 
to  comply  with  these  regulations,  they  are  not  essential,  nor  do  they  provide  any  air  quality 
benefits  as  compared  with  “traditional”  fuels  used  to  satisfy  the  same  regulations.  The 
California  and  the  SCAQMD  low-emission  vehicle  programs  are  discussed  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E,  pp.  107-108). 

For  locomotives  and  landfill  equipment,  alternative  fuels  may  provide  air  quality 
benefits.  Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  (such  as 
methanol,  natural  gas,  or  liquefied  petroleum  gas)  as  well  as  electricity  for  locomotives 
(pp.  115-117)  and  for  landfill  equipment  (pp.  120-121).  See  Response  0117-6  for  a 
discussion  of  the  air  quality  benefits  associated  with  the  electrification  of  the  Eagle 
Mountain  rail  line.  See  also  Response  0117-7  for  a discussion  of  electrification  of  the 
Southern  Pacific  railway  as  a mitigation  measure.  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-16  states  that 
wherever  available,  electric  versions  of  landfill  equipment  including  overhead  cranes, 
crushers,  conveyers,  and  pugmills  will  be  used.  Where  not  available,  alternative-fuel 
technology  will  be  used  depending  on  air  permitting  standards. 

No  quantification  of  air  quality  benefits  from  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  in  locomotives 
and  in  landfill  equipment  is  possible  at  the  present  time,  because  no  alternative-fueled 
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engines  are  available  for  the  types  of  equipment  expected  to  be  used  in  the  Eagle 
Mountain  project. 

7.  It  is  not  clear  what  the  commenter  means  by  “more  attention.”  Fugitive  dust  is  discussed 
on  pages  337-339  as  well  as  in  Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

8.  Landfill  gas  generation,  migration,  control,  and  mitigation  are  discussed  on  pages 
334-338  and  376-377  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  as  well  as  in  Appendix  E. 

9.  The  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  project  will  not  be  directly  involved  in  recycling  efforts. 
Instead,  recycling  programs  will  be  a mandatory  component  of  the  MRFs  and  transfer 
stations.  All  refuse  destined  to  Eagle  Mountain  will  be  subjected  to  an  inspection 
program  for  the  removal  of  recyclables  and  hazardous  materials  at  the  transfer  stations 
and  MRFs.  It  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  owner/operator  of  each  of  these  facilities 
and  the  applicable  local  agency  to  ensure  that  the  goals  of  AB  939  are  implemented.  The 
draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  source  reduction  at  pages  105-110. 

DOCUMENT  0147  Letter  from  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  National  Park 

Service,  September  25, 1991 

1.  This  comment  states  existing  law  and  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR,  and  therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

2.  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-23  (Appendix  E,  page  130)  requires  a reanalysis  of  ambient  air 
quality  impacts  using  meteorological  monitoring  data  collected  on-site.  This  revised 
modeling  using  weather  data  collected  on-site  has  been  completed  and  the  results  are 
summarized  on  modified  tables  (Tables  29, 36, 49,  and  52)  and  associated  plots  of  project 
impacts  in  Attachment  5,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  The  results  of  the  revised 
modeling  show  that  project  impacts  (including  those  at  the  Joshua  Tree  National 
Monument)  will  not  exceed  federal  Class  I or  II  increments.  Tables  FEIR-AQ-9, 
FEIR-AQ-10,  and  FEIR-AQ-11  (included  in  Attachment  2,  Appendix  M of  the  final 
EIS/EIR)  compare  the  results  of  the  revised  ambient  impact  modeling  analysis  from  each 
project  alternative  with  the  corresponding  Class  II  increment.  These  results  indicate  that 
all  Class  II  increment  limits  will  be  met  by  the  proposed  project.  In  light  of  this  modeling, 
Mitigation  Measure  AQ-23  is  no  longer  required. 

3.  As  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  page  413,  and  Appendix  E,  page  92,  analysis  of  project 
impacts  were  based  on  extremely  conservative  modeling  assumptions.  The  draft 
EIS/EIR  stated  that  because  PSD  review  would  likely  not  apply  to  the  project,  the  Class 
I increment  concept  would  not  apply  to  the  project  under  the  Clean  Air  Act.  The  EPA 
has  confirmed  the  nonapplicability  of  PSD  review.  See  Appendix  M,  Attachment  1 1. 
The  Class  I concept  was  only  used  as  a criterion  to  evaluate  the  significance  of  the 
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project’s  air  quality  impacts  on  the  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument.  See  also  Response 
147-2  above. 

4.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  offsets  obtained  pursuant  to  SCAQMD  Rule  1309. 1 on  page 
105  of  Appendix  E and  page  429  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  However,  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
incorrectly  refers  to  offsets  being  withdrawn  from  the  “Community  Bank.”  This  re- 
sponse reflects  the  revision  to  read  “Priority  Reserve”  rather  than  “Community  Bank.” 
Recent  conversations  with  SCAQMD  staff  indicate  that  the  “Priority  Reserve”  is  estab- 
lished, and  offsets  are  available  for  sources  qualifying  as  “essential  public  services,” 
which  is  the  case  for  the  landfill  gas  collection  system.  However,  it  must  be  noted  that 
by  being  designated  as  an  “essential  public  service,”  the  project  is  not  exempt  from  any 
requirements  under  the  SCAQMD  New  Source  Review  rules. 

5.  The  comment  is  consistent  with  the  conclusions  reached  by  the  draft  EIS/EIR  on  pages 
412-413. 

6.  In  general,  the  commenter  is  correct.  Under  certain  meteorological  conditions,  NOx  and 
VOC  emissions  from  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  would  impact  the  Joshua  Tree  National 
Monument.  However,  ozone  formation  is  a regional  phenomenon,  with  the  bulk  of  ozone 
(and  ozone  precursors)  in  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  coming  from  the  heavily 
populated  South  Coast  Air  Basin  and  from  the  Coachella  Valley  to  the  west.  A review 
of  actual  wind  data  from  the  local  meteorological  station  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  site 
indicates  that  during  most  hours  throughout  the  year,  emissions  from  the  Eagle  Mountain 
project  will  not  affect  JTNM.  Even  when  ozone  precursors  flow  from  the  project  site 
towards  the  monument,  there  is  not  enough  time  for  these  precursors  to  significantly 
affect  ozone  concentrations  within  the  boundaries  of  JTNM. 

There  are  no  approved  air  quality  models  which  can  be  used  to  estimate  the  project’s 
impact  on  ozone  concentrations  at  JTNM.  Regional  photochemical  models,  such  as  those 
used  to  prepare  regional  air  quality  plans,  are  not  suitable  for  use  for  this  purpose,  because 
they  are  not  sensitive  enough  to  changes  in  emissions  which  are  less  the  five  percent  of 
the  regional  total.  The  emission  changes  associated  with  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  are 
below  this  sensitivity  threshold  in  both  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  and  in  the 
Coachella  Valley.  Due  to  the  lack  of  an  adequate  modeling  tool,  it  would  be  speculative 
to  attempt  to  quantify  the  ozone  impacts  resulting  from  implementation  of  the  proposed 
project. 

7.  The  conclusions  reached  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  regarding  visibility  impairment  in  the 
project  area  were  based  on  an  extremely  conservative  Level- 1 visibility  screening 
analysis  using  procedures  specified  in  the  EPA  publication  “Workbook  for  Estimating 
Visibility  Impairment”  (November  1980).  A Level-2  visibility  screening  analysis  has 
been  performed  using  the  EPA-approved  VISCREEN  model.  This  analysis  indicates 


372 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EIR 


DOCUMENT  0147 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


DOCUMENT  0147 


that  there  will  be  no  significant  adverse  visibility  impacts  at  Joshua  Tree  National 
Monument  due  to  the  operation  of  the  facility.  These  results  can  be  found  in  Attachment 
4,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  In  light  of  this  modeling,  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-23 
is  deemed  complete.  See  Response  0147-3  above. 

8.  The  commenter  is  confusing  federal  ambient  air  quality  standards  with  California  ambient 
air  quality  standards.  The  section  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  cited  by  the  commenter  (page 
163,  paragraph  4)  refers  to  the  federal  ambient  air  quality  standards.  This  section  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  is  correct  in  stating  that  the  eastern  portion  of  the  Southeast  Desert  Air 
Basin  is  designated  as  either  an  attainment  or  as  an  unclassified  area  for  all  criteria 
pollutants  with  regard  to  federal  ambient  air  quality  standards.  The  comment  stating  that 
the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  is  “currently  in  non-attainment  for  PM- 1 0 and  for  ozone” 
is  correct  with  regard  to  California  ambient  air  quality  standards  which  involve  lower 
thresholds.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  acknowledges  the  designation  of  the  SEDAB  as  a 
nonattainment  area  with  regard  to  the  state  standards  for  PM  10  and  ozone  (see  the  draft 
EIS/EIR,  pages  165-166,  and  Appendix  E,  pp.  1 1 and  35). 

9.  The  section  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  cited  by  the  commenter  (page  1 63)  discusses  the  general 
relationship  between  the  lack  of  ambient  air  quality  data  in  remote  areas  and  an 
“unclassified”  designation  with  respect  to  federal  air  quality  standards.  This  section  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR  does  not  state  that  “there  are  no  monitoring  stations  in  the  eastern 
portion  of  the  SEDAB.”  The  data  cited  by  the  Park  Service  are  not  readily  made  available 
to  the  general  public  by  the  California  Air  Resources  Board,  which  performs  quality 
control  checks  on  and  compiles  all  data  from  all  monitoring  stations  in  the  state  of 
California  for  purposes  of  attainment/nonattainment  designations. 

10.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  the  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

11.  As  discussed  in  Response  0147-3  above,  the  revised  modeling  using  weather  data 
collected  on-site  has  been  completed  and  the  results  show  that  project  impacts  at  Joshua 
Tree  National  Monument  will  not  exceed  federal  Class  I or  II  increments. 

12.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  the  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary.  See  Response  0147-9  above. 

13.  Figures  FEIR-AQ-4,  5,  and  6 (included  in  Appendix  M,  Attachment  2 of  the  final 
EIS/EIR)  show  PM  10  ambient  concentrations  for  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin,  Southeast 
Desert  Air  Basin,  and  the  Coachella  Valley.  The  information  is  based  on  monitoring 
data  collected  through  1990. 
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1 4.  Visibility  data  from  airports  located  in  the  Coachella  Valley  were  not  used  for  the  visibility 
trend  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  because  these  data  are  not  available  from  the  National 
Climatic  Data  Center  on  computer  tape.  Therefore,  visibility  data  from  the  Riverside 
and  Ontario  airports  were  used  for  the  analysis. 

15.  As  discussed  in  Responses  147-3,  7,  and  11  the  revised  modeling  using  weather  data 
collected  on-site  has  been  completed  and  the  results  show  that  project  impacts  at  the 
Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  will  not  exceed  federal  Class  I or  II  increments. 

Additionally,  as  discussed  in  Response  0147-6,  due  to  the  nature  of  the  regional  ozone 
problem  in  the  desert,  it  is  not  likely  that  emissions  of  ozone  precursors  from  the  Eagle 
Mountain  project  will  result  in  impacts  within  the  boundaries  of  JTNM.  Finally,  due  to 
the  lack  of  an  adequate  modeling  tool,  it  is  impossible  at  this  time  to  quantify  ozone 
impacts  from  the  proposed  project. 

16.  As  noted  in  this  comment,  this  response  acknowledges  that  indirect  impacts  to  tortoises 
in  the  Pinto  Basin  portion  of  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  could  potentially  occur 
from  increased  raven  populations.  This  language  has  been  added  to  the  Biological 
Assessment  prepared  for  the  Section  7 consultation  as  required  by  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  (see  Appendix  N of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 

17.  While  coyote  and  kit  fox  may  be  attracted  to  the  landfill,  it  seems  likely  that  this  will  be 
a relatively  localized  phenomenon.  Research  on  the  effect  of  a cattle  carcass  dump-site 
on  coyote  movements  has  shown  that  while  coyotes  may  come  from  as  far  as  15.3 
kilometers  to  utilize  this  highly  attractive  food  source,  95  percent  of  dump-site  related 
coyote  activity  is  within  a 3-  to  4-kilometer  radius  (Danner  and  Smith  1980).  This 
distance  represents  the  approximate  distance  from  the  proposed  landfill  to  the  boundary 
of  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument.  This  carcass  dump-site  was  much  more  attractive 
to  coyotes  (i.e.,  large  quantities  of  readily  available  meat,  abundance  of  exposed  carcasses 
for  extended  periods,  little  adjacent  human  disturbance)  compared  to  the  proposed 
landfill  site,  which  will  consist  of  processed  and  compacted  trash,  the  application  of  a 
daily  earthen  cover  over  refuse,  and  the  presence  of  human  activity.  It  should  also  be 
noted  that  as  part  of  the  control  for  windblown  trash,  the  active  portion  of  the  landfill 
will  be  fenced  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  515),  which  should  at  least  retard  access  of  these 
predators  to  the  landfill. 

18.  As  suggested  in  this  comment,  the  discussion  regarding  recreational  uses  in  the  Pinto 
Basin  portion  of  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  (paragraph  4 on  page  175  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR)  should  reflect  additional  recreational  uses  including  research,  bird-watching, 
photography,  hiking,  and  backpacking.  Although  summer  activity  does  not  cease,  most 
of  these  activities  occur  during  the  winter. 
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19.  The  discussion  on  page  277  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  addresses  the  existing  conditions  of  the 
affected  environment.  Secondary  visual  impacts  to  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  are 
discussed  in  the  Environmental  Consequences  section  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Dust  impacts 
can  be  found  on  pages  377-379  and  514-516.  There  would  be  no  smoke  generated  from 
normal  landfill  operations. 

20.  Indirect  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  to  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  and  other 
wilderness  areas  are  addressed  in  the  text  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Noise  impacts  are  located 
on  page  556;  night  lighting  effects  are  discussed  on  pages  518-519;  and  dust  impacts  are 
found  on  pages  514-516.  Although  such  impacts  are  adverse,  no  significant  deterioration 
of  wilderness  values  due  to  project  operation  would  result. 

21.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  states  that  . . summer  rainstorms . . . in  July  and  August . . .are 
intense  and  the  prevailing  directional  winds  from  the  south  and  southeast  could  scatter 
litter  well  into  the  Eagle  Mountains,  the  Pinto  Basin  area,  and  beyond”  (page  515). 
Having  established  the  potential  for  intense  winds,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  further  discusses 
the  project  operation  that  would  influence  the  amount  of  litter  that  might  be  windblown. 
Also,  Appendix  M,  Attachment  7 of  the  final  EIS/EIR  contains  atmospheric  data 
collected  on-site  that  accurately  portrays  weather  patterns  of  the  area. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  project’s  operation  is  quite  different  from  conventional 
landfills.  All  waste  entering  the  landfill  must  be  processed  for  materials  recovery  and 
recycling  away  from  the  landfill  and  compacted  into  closed  containers  which  must  remain 
closed  until  the  containers  are  opened  near  the  face  of  the  landfill.  The  waste  will  come 
out  of  the  containers  in  large  clumps  or  plugs  and  be  spread  by  a compactor  tractor.  This 
refuse  will  be  pushed  to  the  face  of  the  landfill  where  it  will  be  compacted  and  covered 
with  at  least  six  inches  of  soil.  This  process  will  minimize  the  opportunity  for  the  wind 
to  pick  up  litter.  Additionally,  portable  litter  fencing  at  each  cell  will  catch  windblown 
litter. 

Next,  full-time  personnel  will  be  assigned  to  litter  control.  Because  the  landfill  site  is 
quite  large,  the  operator  will  be  able  to  contain  windblown  litter  within  the  site  boundaries 
by  intensifying  the  labor  effort  when  necessary.  The  operator  is  committed  to  preventing 
any  litter  from  leaving  the  landfill’s  boundaries.  Moreover,  there  is  a large  area  within 
the  Eagle  Mountains  which  can  be  patrolled  for  litter  prior  to  litter  entering  the  monument. 
Also,  a helicopter  search  for  blown  litter  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  shall  be  performed 
every  three  months  for  the  first  five  years  of  operation  and  as  needed  thereafter  as  agreed 
to  by  the  operator  and  the  BLM  and  NPS.  An  NPS  employee  shall  be  taken  along  as  an 
observer  for  all  periodic  aerial  litter  searches.  Finally,  as  a last  resort,  if  Monument 
personnel  determine  that  a problem  from  windblown  litter  is  developing,  they  will  call 
the  landfill  operator  for  timely  removal  of  any  litter  which  has  entered  the  monument. 
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This  procedure  was  initiated  by  park  personnel  during  meetings  held  at  the  park  in  1990. 
All  costs  will  be  assumed  by  the  landfill  operator. 

Finally,  as  pointed  out  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (p.  270),  the  project  area  is  separated  from 
the  Monument  by  a major  ridgeline  (elevation  2,000  feet  -3,500  feet)  which  blocks  views 
from  the  Monument  into  the  project  area.  This  ridgeline  can  also  pose  as  a natural  barrier 
to  windblown  debris,  allowing  for  litter  control  to  occur  prior  to  the  Monument  bound- 
aries. Also,  the  discussion  below  accounts  for  the  storm  warning  system  that  would  allow 
for  the  closing  of  landfill  operations  and  the  cover  of  litter  prior  to  the  arrival  of  a 
potentially  windy  storm. 

There  is  no  question  that  windblown  dust  poses  a significant  impact.  This  impact  is 
clearly  identified  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (377, 378,411,  and  413).  The  potential  for  transport 
of  fugitive  dust  is  acknowledged.  The  most  important  receptor  in  this  regard  is  the  Joshua 
Tree  National  Monument  boundary.  Impacts  to  the  ambient  concentrations  at  the 
monument  boundary  are  presented  in  Table  34  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

Regulation  IV,  Rule  403,  specifically  states  that  . . a person  shall  not  cause  or  allow 
the  emissions  of  fugitive  dust . . . such  that  the  presence  of  such  dust  remains  visible  in 
the  atmosphere  beyond  the  property  line  of  the  emission  source  . . . .”  The  rule  also 
says  that  “.  . . every  reasonable  precaution  [shall  be  taken]  to  minimize  fugitive  dust 
emissions  from  . . . solid  waste  disposal  operation.”  Suspension  of  activity  during 
winds  in  excess  of  25  miles  per  hour  was  not  considered  as  a separate  mitigation  measure 
since  virtually  all  sources  of  fugitive  dust  would  have  active  dust  control  programs 
applied  to  them. 

Implementation  of  the  design  features  listed  on  pages  5 1 5-5 1 6 of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  would 
ensure  that  impacts  due  to  windblown  debris  and  dust  would  be  below  a level  of  significance. 

22.  Implementation  of  the  design  features  listed  on  pages  515  and  516  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR, 
such  as  daily  cover  and  compaction,  would  ensure  that  the  impacts  due  to  windblown 
debris  would  be  below  a level  of  significance.  No  additional  mitigation  would  be 
required.  The  mitigation  requiring  that  the  landfill  operator  respond  to  a call  from 
personnel  at  the  monument  when  a problem  of  windblown  debris  is  identified  originated 
during  consultation  with  JTNM  staff.  The  intent  was  to  allow  the  monument  staff  to 
control  who  went  into  the  monument  and  when,  due  to  consideration  for  “fragile  desert 
soil  crusts  and  sensitive  flora.” 

23.  Although  claims  on  the  iron  deposits  at  Eagle  Mountain  have  existed  since  1881  and  have 
changed  ownership  several  times,  regular  shipments  of  iron  ore  did  not  commence  until 
after  purchase  of  the  claims  in  1944  by  Henry  J.  Kaiser  and  completion  of  a rail  line  in 
1948.  Although  some  mining  activity  occurred  prior  to  1947,  construction  of  the  Kaiser 
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iron  ore  mine  operation  started  in  1947.  Thus,  all  of  the  substantial  mine  activities  have 
occurred  in  the  last  50  years. 

24.  According  to  a 1971  Bureau  of  Mines  Information  Circular,  Eagle  Mountain  “has 
accounted  for  more  than  nine-tenths  of  the  State’s  (California)  production.”  However, 
many  other  deposits  exist  on  the  West  Coast  and  include  Clealum  River,  Kittitas  County, 
Washington;  Skagit  Valley,  Skagit  County,  Washington;  Pit  River  near  Redding,  Shasta 
County,  California;  Gold  Valley,  Sierra  County,  California;  Minaret,  Madera  County, 
California;  and  Iron  Mountain,  Cave  Canyon,  Providence  Mountain,  and  Newberry,  San 
Bernardino  County,  California.  Others  of  minor  importance  are  located  in  Washington, 
Oregon,  and  California.  Many  of  these  deposits  have  been  mined  since  before  1900  and 
provided  ore  for  furnaces  dating  to  the  late  1800s  and  early  1900s. 

The  steel  industry  in  the  U.S.  began  in  the  1800s  and  was  well-developed  by  the  turn  of 
the  century.  The  above-mentioned  ore  deposits  and  associated  furnaces  and  mills 
possessed  potential  for  the  developing  steel  industry  at  the  time.  Although  the  Kaiser 
Eagle  Mountain  Mine,  constructed  in  1947,  accounted  for  a major  percentage  of  the  state 
of  California’s  iron  ore  production  in  1971,  it  does  not  possess  importance  related  to  the 
industry’s  development.  This  conclusion  was  not  contested  either  by  the  County  of 
Riverside,  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation,  or  by  the  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer  during  the  public  comment  period  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

25.  Since  the  mine  and  railroad  postdate  the  development  of  the  steel  industry,  more 
appropriate  mine  sites  exist  which  address  historic  issues  related  to  the  development  of 
the  steel  industry  on  the  West  Coast.  Classifying  such  a complex  or  portions  of  it  as 
“historical”  is  not  expressly  within  the  National  Register  criteria. 

26.  The  dimensions  of  the  proposed  chimney  will  be  roughly  similar  to  the  current  adit 
opening.  Ventilation  through  the  adit  openings  is  already  poor,  and  the  extension  is  not 
expected  to  significantly  decrease  it.  Additional  ventilation  shafts  can  be  dug  into  the 
tunnel  system,  but  there  is  the  chance  that  this  will  alter  the  temperature  and  humidity 
conditions  that  bats  require  within  the  tunnels.  In  addition,  as  noted  in  this  comment,  the 
leaf-nosed  bat  is  not  listed  as  a threatened  or  endangered  species. 

DOCUMENT  0148  Letter  from  Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Southern  California, 

September  24, 1991 

1.  Although  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  is  not  a regulatory  agency  and  no  decision  is 
required  of  the  agency  prior  to  approval  of  the  proposed  project,  the  final  EIS/EIR  states 
that  written  approval  of  the  MWD  is  required  wherever  the  proposed  project’s  improve- 
ment cross  an  MWD  right-of-way.  The  language  is  contained  in  Section  I.C.  of  the  final 
EIS/EIR  (see  item  9). 
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2.  The  Eagle  Mountain  Road  Extension  will  cross  the  Colorado  River  Aqueduct  (CRA)  in 
the  existing  Kaiser  Truck  Trail  200-foot  right-of-way.  The  aqueduct  is  covered  in  this 
location.  Copies  of  the  final  road  design  and  detailed  plans  have  been  forwarded  to  MWD  for 
review.  All  drainage  facilities  will  be  reviewed  and  approved  by  MWD  prior  to  construction. 

3.  The  waste  screening/inspection  facility  at  the  Phase  II  container  handling  yard  is 
discussed  on  pages  39-40  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  This  area  will  process  only  locally 
generated  waste  and  provide  a location  for  random  container  load-checking.  This 
amounts  to  no  more  than  two  to  three  tons  of  waste  per  day.  All  other  waste  would  be 
compacted  and  compressed  into  the  containers  and  delivered  to  the  working  face  of  the 
landfill  in  closed  containers,  thereby  reducing  the  risk  of  windblown  debris  falling  into 
the  open  portion  of  the  aqueduct  to  below  a level  of  significance.  It  should  be  noted  that 
the  waste  screening/inspection  facility  within  the  Phase  II  container  handling  facility  will 
be  required  to  be  enclosed. 

4.  Waste  will  be  brought  to  the  landfill  in  closed  containers.  The  waste  will  have  been 
inspected  for  hazardous  materials  and  sorted  for  recyclables  at  a MRF  located  off-site 
prior  to  being  transported  to  the  site.  The  incentive  and  potential  for  illegal  dumping  will 
occur  prior  to  the  waste  arriving  at  a MRF,  not  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill. 

5.  While  the  proposed  rail  terminus  would  be  located  within  1500  feet  of  an  open  section 
of  the  CRA,  all  the  waste  would  be  compacted  and  confined  to  a closed  container  prior 
to  arriving  at  Eagle  Mountain.  The  rear  closure  of  the  container  is  a tightly  fitting  latched 
door  that  will  prevent  the  escape  of  refuse.  Furthermore,  the  closing  mechanism  on  each 
container  will  be  sealed  to  prevent  unauthorized  opening  and  to  ensure  that  the  latching 
mechanism  is  firmly  engaged.  Therefore,  the  risk  of  contaminating  the  CRA  from 
windblown  debris  would  not  exist. 

6.  The  waste  container  maintenance  facility  (located  in  Planning  Area  No.  3)  and  recyclable 
material  stockyard  (located  in  Planning  Area  No.  4)  are  separated  from  the  CRA  by  an 
existing  40-foot  berm.  Recyclables  will  be  stored  in  closed  containers,  thereby  minimiz- 
ing any  risk  of  contaminating  the  CRA  from  windblown  debris.  In  addition,  the 
recyclable  storage  area  will  be  inspected  on  a weekly  basis  to  remove  any  windblown 
litter  that  may  have  accumulated.  The  container  maintenance  facility  drainage  system  is 
designed  to  be  self-contained  so  that  all  of  the  wash  water  will  be  properly  treated  and 
reused  for  additional  washing  and  dust  abatement.  The  CRA  will  not  be  impacted. 

7.  No  drainage  from  the  proposed  project  will  be  directed  toward  the  open  Colorado  River 
Aqueduct.  Drainage  outlets  and  other  upstream  facilities  will  be  designed  and  sized  to 
minimize  velocities  and  reduce  erosion.  Additionally,  drainage  runoff  from  active 
landfill  and  operational  areas  will  not  be  directly  mixed  with  drainage  from  natural  areas. 
Runoff  from  areas  of  potential  contamination  will  be  directed  to  detention  facilities, 
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tested,  and  treated  prior  to  release  in  accordance  with  current  state  and  federal  regulations. 
Waste  oil  in  runoff  will  be  separated  and/or  treated  by  preengineered  treatment  facilities 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  detention  areas.  In  accordance  with  National  Pollutant 
Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  standards,  all  potentially  hazardous  discharges 
will  be  tested  and  monitored.  Where  drainage  is  planned  to  cross  the  covered  portion  of 
the  aqueduct,  MWD  will  be  consulted  as  to  design  and  location.  Copies  of  the  drainage 
report  and  detailed  plans  have  been  forwarded  to  MWD  for  review.  All  drainage  facilities 
for  conveyance  of  flow  over  the  covered  aqueduct  will  be  reviewed  and  approved  by 
MWD  prior  to  construction. 

8.  Please  see  Response  0148-7  above. 

9.  Please  see  Response  0148-7  above. 

10.  Subsequent  to  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  truck  traffic  to  the  project  site  was 
reduced  from  200  to  100  round  trips  daily  and  in  three  years  to  eliminate  all  but  those 
trucks  serving  the  desert  cities  (not  to  exceed  100).  This  modification  to  the  proposed 
action  is  described  in  Section  II.B.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  This  would  account  for  total 
traffic  on  Eagle  Mountain  Road  and  its  extension  of  up  to  285  daily  trips.  Because  this 
increase  is  but  a small  fraction  of  the  road’s  design  capacity,  the  road  would  operate  at 
LOS  A.  This  is  not  considered  a significant  traffic  impact.  For  a discussion  of  noise  and 
traffic  impacts  to  the  MWD  pump  station  residents  as  a result  of  the  proposed  truck  traffic, 
please  refer  to  Response  0027-57. 

11.  Caltrans  has  no  records  of  the  numbers  of  delays  or  the  length  of  delay  due  to  high  winds 
on  eastbound  trucks  on  the  Indio  grade.  In  the  event  of  this  occurrence  lasting  for  more 
than  24  hours,  some  congestion  would  be  expected  on  Eagle  Mountain  Road  and  its 
extension.  Nevertheless,  the  impact  would  not  exceed  the  original  proposed  daily  impact, 
which  was  not  considered  a significant  traffic  impact. 

12.  Construction  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  Road  Extension  and  site  development  at  the  mine 
could  involve  some  short-term  impacts  to  the  MWD  pumping  station  and  the  Colorado 
River  Aqueduct.  Most  important  and  those  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  are  vehicle 
emissions  and  fugitive  dust  (pp.  372-3).  These  impacts  are  not  considered  significant. 
Emissions  resulting  from  ongoing  maintenance  activities,  however,  would  contribute  to 
the  overall  emissions  of  the  project  and  these  are  included  within  estimates  of  the  project 
impacts."  These  project  air  emissions  would  remain  a significant  impact  after  mitigation 
is  implemented  (see  pages  373  and  386  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 

Also,  construction  noise  impacts  can  be  anticipated;  however,  they  will  be  far  less  than 
those  anticipated  by  noise  generated  by  the  hauling  of  waste  by  rail  or  truck  or  by  on-site 
operations.  These  are  not  considered  significant  (see  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  pp.  558-560). 
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Construction  traffic  impacts  are  not  considered  significant.  For  a complete  discussion 
of  the  project  impacts  to  the  MWD  pumping  station  please  see  Responses  0027-57. 

13.  The  CRA  is  covered  at  the  points  which  the  Eagle  Mountain  Road  Extension  and  the 
Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  will  cross  the  aqueduct.  The  nearest  uncovered  portion  of  the 
CRA  from  this  point  is  18,000  feet  (roughly  3.4  miles).  As  described  in  Response  0148-5, 
the  waste  will  be  compressed  and  confined  to  closed  containers  during  transport  to  the 
site.  Liquid  waste  is  prohibited  from  the  landfill  and  hazardous  wastes  will  have  been 
sorted  from  the  waste  stream  at  an  MRF.  Therefore,  the  potential  for  waste  entering  the 
aqueduct  at  these  crossings  is  nonexistent. 

14.  The  CRA  is  covered  at  the  point  which  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  will  cross  the 
aqueduct.  For  present  track  conditions,  proposed  improvements,  and  maintenance  of  the 
Eagle  Mountain  rail  line,  see  Response  0017-6.  The  proposed  rail  operations  are 
compared  to  those  during  the  previous  mining  activities  in  Response  0017-9.  The  Kaiser 
Steel  mine  used  the  rail  line  for  40  years  without  damage  to  the  CRA.  The  trains  were 
twice  as  heavy  as  the  proposed  train  use.  During  the  mine  uses,  the  weighted  trains 
traveled  downhill,  adding  to  the  potential  for  derailment  and  extensive  damage  resulting 
from  lengthy  breaking  time.  The  proposed  use  is  for  the  weighted  train  to  travel  uphill, 
making  the  potential  for  damage  from  derailment  less.  In  addition,  all  refuse  transported 
by  train  would  be  contained  in  closed  intermodal  shipping  containers.  The  rear  closure 
of  the  container  is  a tightly  fitting  latched  door  that  will  prevent  the  escape  of  refuse. 
Furthermore,  the  closing  mechanism  on  each  container  will  be  sealed  to  prevent  unau- 
thorized opening  and  to  ensure  that  the  latching  mechanism  is  firmly  engaged.  For  these 
reasons,  no  damage  to  the  CRA  would  occur. 

15.  See  Response  0001-17. 

16.  The  only  bird  which  may  be  attracted  to  the  landfill  and  possibly  contaminate  the  CRA 
is  the  raven.  A raven  monitoring  and  control  program  is  described  on  pages  450-45 1 of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  proposed  mitigations  to  control  the  availability  of  food  and  refuse 
for  birds  would  reduce  potentially  significant  impacts  to  below  a level  of  significance. 
See  Response  0095-2b. 

17.  While  coyote  and  kit  fox  may  be  attracted  to  the  landfill,  it  seems  highly  likely  that  this 
will  be  a localized  phenomenon.  The  CRA  is  not  located  on  any  migratory  pathway. 
Therefore,  any  slight  increase  in  wildlife  activity  would  not  impact  the  CRA  in  any 
significant  way.  Also,  because  of  existing  fencing  along  those  portions  of  the  aqueduct, 
any  impact  from  coyote  or  kit  fox  on  the  CRA  would  be  minimal. 

18.  The  process  of  depositing  refuse  at  the  landfill  is  described  on  page  57  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  In  summary,  the  compacted  refuse  will  be  taken  to  the  working  face  of  the 
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landfill  in  closed  containers.  The  refuse  will  then  be  emptied  from  the  containers,  spread, 
and  compacted,  and  finally,  a minimum  six-inch  daily  cover  would  be  emplaced.  As  a 
result  of  this  process,  refuse  would  not  be  readily  exposed  to  animals.  Also,  see 
Responses  0148-16  and  17  above. 

1 9.  The  Riverside  County  Planning  Department  has  on  record  a letter  received  from  James  O. 
Wallace,  Agricultural  Commissioner  and  Director  of  Weights  & Measures,  dated 
April  10, 1990.  It  states  “that  the  provisions  stipulated  for  the  landfill  operation  at  Eagle 
Mountain  would  not  contribute  to  the  artificial  spread  of  a quarantinable  pest  [e.g., 
Mediterranean  fruit  fly  (Medfly)].”  The  risks  of  contamination  to  the  Colorado  River 
Aqueduct  from  malathion  spraying  are  virtually  nonexistent  (see  Response  0027-58). 

20.  For  a discussion  of  the  issues  presented  in  this  comment,  see  Response  0001-18  for 
leachate  leakage  into  fractured  rocks;  Response  0001-36  for  the  eastward  movement  of 
groundwater;  and  0001-43  for  groundwater  overdraft  concerns.  Response  0001-33 
outlines  the  groundwater  protection  measures  pursuant  to  Chapter  15  requirements  and 
evaluating  leachate  production  values;  Section  II.B.l  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  describes  the 
characteristics  of  the  liner  and  the  leachate  collection  and  removal  system;  the  ground- 
water  monitoring  plan  is  described  in  Response  0002-5;  and  the  mitigation  measures  for 
groundwater  contamination  are  identified  in  Appendix  K of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Also, 
refer  to  the  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program  in  Section  II.C.  of  the  final 
EIS/EIR. 

21.  See  Responses  0073- la  and  lb  and  0002-4  through  38. 

22.  This  comment  is  correct.  Ongoing  post-closure  monitoring  is  expected  to  continue  for 
30  years  after  the  final  closure  of  the  landfill,  unless  this  time  frame  is  modified  by  the 
Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  the  County  Integrated  Waste  Management 
Board,  or  the  Local  Enforcement  Agency.  See  Responses  0073- la  and  lb  and  0002-4 
through  38. 

23.  As  suggested  in  this  comment,  the  following  information  reflects  an  addition  to  the 
information  regarding  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  (page  191  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 

The  Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Southern  California  (Metropolitan)  is  a public 
agency  created  by  a vote  of  the  people  within  its  service  area  in  1928  following 
enactment  of  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  Act,  to  provide  supplemental  water 
for  cities  and  communities  on  the  south  coastal  plain.  Metropolitan’s  service  area 
comprises  5,143  square  miles  and  includes  portions  of  Los  Angeles,  Orange, 
Riverside,  San  Bernardino,  San  Diego,  and  Ventura  counties.  Metropolitan’s  27 
member  agencies  consist  of  14  cities,  12  municipal  water  districts,  and  one  county 
water  authority.  Metropolitan  is  governed  by  a 51-member  Board  of  Directors 
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representing  the  member  agencies.  Historically,  Metropolitan  has  provided  an 
average  of  52  percent  of  the  water  used  by  approximately  15  million  people  now 
residing  within  the  service  area.  Metropolitan  imports  water  from  two  sources:  the 
Colorado  River  via  the  Colorado  River  Aqueduct,  and  the  State  Water  Project  via 
the  California  Aqueduct. 

24.  As  suggested  in  this  comment,  this  response  acknowledges  filling  of  the  Salton  Sea  basin 
between  1905-1907,  rather  than  1905-1915  as  stated  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  305, 
paragraph  1). 

25.  As  suggested  in  this  comment,  this  response  reflects  that  the  Colorado  River  Aqueduct 
(instead  of  the  Los  Angeles  Aqueduct  as  stated  on  page  305,  paragraph  2 of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR)  was  one  of  the  major  undertakings  of  the  region. 

26.  In  an  effort  to  conserve  water  consumption,  waste  water,  including  truck  wash  water,  will 
be  reclaimed  by  the  project  and  used  in  dust  control  on  unpaved  roads. 

27.  Leachate  recovered  from  the  landfill  (if  any)  will  be  subjected  to  testing  and  treatment 
prior  to  use  as  a dust  control  medium  or  disposal.  The  testing  procedure  will  determine 
the  presence  of  soluble  metals,  volatile  organics,  dissolved  or  floating  oils  and  greases, 
BOD,  COD,  pH,  and  other  parameters.  Primary  treatment  will  consist  of  settling  for  the 
removal  of  suspended  particulates  followed  by  passage  of  the  liquid  through  an  oil 
separator  for  the  removal  of  floating  oil  and  grease.  If  needed,  secondary  treatment  will 
consist  of  air  stripping  to  remove  VOC,  treatment  with  lime  for  the  precipitation  of  heavy 
metals,  and  aeration  for  BOD  and  COD  control.  At  all  stages  of  treatment,  tests  will  be 
conducted  to  determine  the  efficacy  of  the  treatment  process.  Recovered  contaminants 
will  be  collected  and  stored  and,  if  required,  handled  as  hazardous  waste  for  treatment 
off-site.  The  effluent  will  only  be  used  for  dust  control  if  it  meets  the  standards  for  this 
use  that  will  be  established  by  the  LEA  during  the  permitting  process.  An  alternative 
method  of  handling  leachate/condensate  will  be  to  collect  and  store  it  for  off-site 
treatment  and  disposal.  All  appropriate  regulations  for  the  handling  of  hazardous 
materials  will  be  observed. 

DOCUMENT  0149  Letter  from  Barbara  Fine,  September  24, 1991 

1 . First,  it  is  unclear  why  the  commenter  thinks  it  is  necessary  to  analyze  a single  hypothet- 
ical transfer  station/intermodal  facility.  Second,  it  is  unclear  what  the  commenter  means 
by  “additional  impacts.”  The  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  air  emission  impacts  from  a single 
transfer  station  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  72-73).  In  addition,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  air 
emission  impacts  from  rail  haul  along  the  Southern  Pacific  tracks  (see  Appendix  E,  pp. 
72-76). 


382 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EIR 


DOCUMENT  0149 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


DOCUMENT  0149 


Finally,  Appendix  E,  pp.  93-95,  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  the  ambient  impacts 
associated  with  a single  train  passing  a rail  crossing.  This  analysis  includes  impacts  from 
the  diesel  locomotives  as  well  as  from  the  motor  vehicles  waiting  at  idle  as  the  train  passes 
by.  In  order  to  convert  the  maximum  1-hour  average  impacts  shown  in  this  analysis  to 
corresponding  24-hour  average  impacts,  it  is  necessary  to  divide  the  1-hour  value  by  24 
(assuming  that  one  train  passes  this  point  each  day).  Annual  averages  can  be  calculated 
from  the  24-hour  average  concentrations  through  the  use  of  recommended  EPA  and  Air 
Resources  Board  conversion  factors. 

Based  on  the  information  contained  on  Table  30  (page  96)  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  1 -hour 
averages  for  CO  and  NOx  would  be  323  |ig/m3  and  143  |4g/m3,  respectively.  The  24-hour 
and  the  annual  averages,  as  well  as  the  methods  used  to  calculate  said  averages,  are  given 
in  Table  FEIR-AQ-12  (see  Appendix  M,  Attachment  2,  of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 

2.  See  Response  0149-1  above  for  a discussion  of  ambient  impacts  resulting  from  rail 
transport.  The  comment  is  incorrect  in  regard  to  the  number  of  diesel  locomotives  used 
to  pull  each  train.  As  discussed  on  page  76  of  Appendix  E,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  reports  that 
emissions  would  emanate  from  an  estimate  of  four  diesel  locomotives  needed  to  pull 
each  train  for  the  rail-bound  trip  from  the  Los  Angeles  basin  to  Ferrum  Junction  along 
the  Southern  Pacific  line.  On  the  return  trip,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  accounts  for  emissions 
from  two  diesel  locomotives  pulling  each  train. 

3.  See  Response  0117-6  for  a discussion  of  the  air  quality  benefits  associated  with  the 
electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line.  See  also  Response  01 17-7  for  a discussion 
of  electrification  of  the  Southern  Pacific  railway  as  a mitigation  measure. 

4.  Unlike  the  impacts  to  air  quality,  impacts  due  to  noise  generated  by  landfill  operations 
are  considered  not  significant  beyond  the  boundary  of  the  project.  See  the  noise  contour 
for  landfill  operations  on  Figure  99  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Therefore,  any  reductions  in 
noise  generation  would  not  be  discussed  in  the  worst-case  analysis  of  project  noise. 

5.  The  landfill  will  not  operate  during  nighttime  hours.  Potential  ways  to  reduce  project 
emissions,  such  as  electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway  and  landfill  equipment, 
are  discussed  on  pages  380-38 1 of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  These  mitigation  measures  are  not 
feasible  at  this  time,  but  will  be  incorporated  into  the  project  as  this  technology  becomes 
available.  See  discussion  on  page  386  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

6.  Page  529  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  says  that  “Additional  water  truck  trips  [emphasis  added] 
would  be  necessary.”  This  is  not  a long-term  solution,  however.  When  the  Specific  Plan 
is  developed  for  the  townsite,  an  acceptable  defluoridation  plant  will  be  required  to  treat 
the  local  water  for  drinking  purposes. 
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7.  See  Response  0149-6  above. 

8.  The  drainage  improvements  to  protect  the  rail  line  are  part  of  the  proposed  action.  These 
improvements  would  be  designed  in  accordance  to  the  development  standards  stated  in 
the  Specific  Plan,  which  include  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  September 
1984  MOU  between  Riverside  County,  the  Riverside  County  Flood  Control  District,  and 
the  Water  Conservation  District  as  well  as  the  requirements  of  the  California  Regional 
Water  Quality  Control  Board. 

Drainage  protection  along  the  existing  route  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  consists  of 
dikes,  ditches,  culverts,  trestles,  and  elevated  road  bed.  These  facilities  have  been 
designed  to  accommodate  anticipated  drainage  flows  which  could  impact  the  railroad. 
Runoff  is  either  directed  or  allowed  to  pass  under  the  railroad  and  returned  to  existing 
natural  drainage  channels. 

The  proposed  extension  of  the  railroad  will  be  raised  approximately  four  feet  or  more 
above  the  natural  ground.  This  will  allow  for  the  construction  of  drainage  culverts 
designed  to  pass  the  anticipated  runoff.  Where  necessary,  parallel  ditches  will  be 
designed  to  direct  flows  to  the  culverts.  Riprap  will  be  used  as  needed  to  prevent  erosion 
of  the  rail  bed. 

9.  Between  State  Beach  and  Ferrum,  the  Southern  Pacific  main  line  passes  through  and 
adjacent  to  two  portions  of  the  Salton  Sea  State  Recreation  Area;  however,  after  the  Eagle 
Mountain  rail  line  leaves  Ferrum  Junction,  it  does  not  pass  through  any  state  recreation 
area.  The  two  areas  provide  fishing  opportunities  in  the  Salton  Sea.  No  formal  facilities 
exist  in  these  locations.  The  project  does  provide  special  design  features  and  mitigation 
for  the  rail  right-of-way  passing  through  the  BLM  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern.  These  include  the  Salt  Creek  ACEC  near  Ferrum  Junction  and  the  Chuckwalla 
Bench  ACEC  south  of  1-10. 

10.  Even  though  Specific  Plan  #252  does  not  include  the  Eagle  Mountain  townsite,  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  does  address  the  direct  and  indirect  environmental  impacts  on  and  the  cumula- 
tive impacts  of  the  townsite.  The  potential  impacts  on  the  townsite  are  discussed  in  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  in  the  following  places: 

a.  pages  320-323,  groundwater  contamination 

b.  page  337,  LFG  migration 

c.  page  341,  surface  fires 

d.  pages  351-353,  public  safety 

e.  Section  C,  Traffic  and  Transportation 

f.  page  41 1,  project  air  emissions 

g.  pages  424-425,  screening  level  health  risk  assessment 
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h.  page  435,  compatibility  of  land  use 

i.  pages  442-444,  drainage 

j.  Section  H,  Growth  Inducement  and  Socioeconomics 

k.  pages  511-514,  visual 

l.  page  515,  windblown  debris  and  dust 

m.  Section  K,  Utilities  and  Services 

n.  pages  552-559,  noise 

o.  pages  585-588,  cumulative 

1 1 . The  generation  of  hazardous  wastes  on  the  site  is  expected  to  be  from  four  sources: 
(a)  hazardous  materials  recovered  from  the  waste  stream;  (b)  wastes  such  as  solvent,  used 
oil,  and  oil  filters  generated  during  the  maintenance  of  vehicles  and  equipment;  (c)  by- 
products such  as  sludge  and  activated  carbon  cartridges;  and  (d)  laboratory  waste.  As 
required  by  California  and  federal  law,  appropriate  hazardous  waste  generator’s  licenses 
will  be  obtained.  Intermediate  storage  of  hazardous  wastes,  labeling,  records,  and 
manifesting  for  ultimate  disposal  at  licensed  hazardous  waste  facilities  will  be  conducted 
according  to  the  appropriate  regulations  and  will  be  enforced  by  the  appropriate  agencies. 

12.  Recyclables  sent  to  Eagle  Mountain  for  interim  storage  while  markets  are  developed  or 
depressed  will  not  be  the  property  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  but  rather  the  property 
of  the  recycling  firms  or  MRFs.  These  will  be  consigned  for  transportation  and  storage 
to  Eagle  Mountain  by  their  owner.  The  owners  will  require  return  of  this  property  when 
needed.  Recyclable  materials  will  not  be  landfilled.  Due  to  the  cost  involved  for  shipping 
and  storage  of  recyclables  at  Eagle  Mountain,  recyclers  will  have  to  weigh  the  cost  of 
this  against  local  storage,  expatriation,  or  immediate  use.  Refuse  destined  for  landfilling 
at  Eagle  Mountain  must  comply  with  the  provisions  of  AB  939,  the  “Recycling  Bill.” 
Such  compliance  means  that  the  refuse  has  been  subjected  to  an  inspection  program 
(described  in  Response  0111-43)  to  ensure  the  adequate  removal  of  recyclables  and 
hazardous  materials.  If  refuse  does  not  comply,  it  will  not  be  taken  to  Eagle  Mountain. 

DOCUMENT  0150  Letter  from  Dorothy  A.  Bailey,  September  18, 1991 

1 . For  a discussion  on  groundwater  protection,  please  see  Response  000 1 -25.  The  proposed 
project  is  a Class  III  solid  waste  landfill  and  as  such  would  not  accept  any  hazardous 
materials.  The  load-checking  program  to  inspect  and  remove  unacceptable  substances 
from  the  waste  stream  before  being  transported  to  Eagle  Mountain  is  described  in 
Response  0111-43. 

2.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 
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DOCUMENT  0151  Letter  from  Harriet  and  Howard  Allen,  September  22, 1991 

1 . The  proposed  project  site  is  located  southeast  of  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  and  at 
its  closest  point  is  approximately  8,000  feet  south  of  the  boundary.  The  draft  EIS/EIR 
points  out  the  project  will  have  no  direct  impact  on  the  recreation  values,  uses,  or 
opportunities  for  camping,  hiking,  backpacking,  photography,  wilderness  use,  or  nature 
study  at  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument.  Noise  impacts  on  JTNM  and  wilderness  areas 
are  discussed  on  page  556  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Due  to  distance  and  the  intervening 
barrier  of  the  Eagle  Mountains,  noise  levels  from  project  operations  would  not  be 
considered  significant.  Potential  night  lighting  impacts  on  the  national  monument  and 
wilderness  areas  will  be  reduced  by  implementing  the  proposed  design  features  including 
limitation  of  night  activities,  type  of  lighting,  and  truck  traffic  routing.  The  potential  for 
transport  of  fugitive  dust  is  acknowledged  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  most  important 
receptor  in  this  regard  is  the  JTNM  boundary.  Impacts  to  the  ambient  concentrations  at 
the  monument  boundary  are  presented  in  Table  34  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  only  impacts 
to  wildlife  in  JTNM  involve  a possible  increase  in  the  raven  population  at  the  landfill 
site.  If  there  is  a significant  increase  in  raven  population,  this  could  impact  tortoises  as 
well  as  other  potential  prey  species  in  the  monument.  Both  passive  and  active  raven 
control  programs  will  control  this  potential  impact. 

2.  See  Response  0151-1  above. 

3.  The  project  is  southeast  of  JTNM  and  at  its  closest  point  is  approximately  8,000  feet  south 
of  the  boundary.  The  project  will  have  no  direct  impact  on  JTNM  with  respect  to  its 
recreation  values,  uses,  or  opportunities  for  camping,  hiking,  backpacking,  photography, 
wilderness  use,  or  nature  study.  Measures  to  control  windblown  debris  associated  with 
landfill  operations  are  addressed  in  Section  IV.J.4  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Also,  see 
Response  0026-9.  In  the  event  that  JTNM  or  BLM  staff  observe  or  receive  reports  of 
problems  developing  with  windblown  debris,  there  will  be  MRC  operations  personnel 
assigned  to  litter  control  that  can  be  contacted  to  ensure  the  timely  retrieval  of  stray  litter. 

It  is  possible  that  the  proposed  landfill  will  attract  ravens.  Some  of  these  could  possibly 
impact  the  desert  tortoise  in  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument,  as  well  as  other  potential 
prey  species.  A raven  monitoring  and  control  program  is  proposed  to  mitigate  this 
potential  impact  (Appendix  F,  pages  70-71).  Measures  to  control  other  vectors,  birds, 
animals,  and  insects  attracted  to  the  site  include  the  application  of  a daily  earthen  cover, 
barriers,  and  explosive  noises  (see  page  345-347).  Also,  see  Response  0097-2b. 

4.  See  Response  0148-7. 

5.  Measures  to  protect  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  are  provided  throughout  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  and  are  summarized  in  Responses  0151-1,  3a,  and  3b. 
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DOCUMENT  0152  Letter  from  Skadden,  Arps,  Slate,  Meagher  & Flom, 
September  23, 1991 

1.  The  commenter  notes  that  they  obtained  a FERC  preliminary  permit  on  May  29,  1991. 
However,  under  the  FERC  opinions,  at  the  preliminary  permit  stage,  the  plans  of  FERC 
applicants  such  as  the  EMEC  are  considered  speculative  and  rarely  offer  substantiated 
information  [56  FERC  61,146  (July  26,  1991);  49  FERC  61,380  (December  21,  1989); 
45  FERC  61,188  (November  2,  1988),  32  FERC  62,189  (July  22,  1985)].  In  fact, 
EMEC’s  first  Semi-Annual  Compliance  Report  contains  numerous  statements  which 
indicate  the  speculative  nature  of  the  project.  For  example,  page  1 of  that  report  states: 

It  has  been  difficult  to  obtain  information  needed  to  conduct  the  required 
preliminary  design  engineering  for  the  underground  features  of  the  project  and 
to  initiate  initial  consultation  with  the  agencies  without  having  a fully  defined 
project  [emphasis  added]. 

Likewise,  page  2 states  that  the  report  is  based  on  an  assumption  that  favorable 
underground  conditions  for  tunneling  and  power  house  excavation  would  be  found.  In 
addition,  at  page  36  under  the  economic  analysis,  the  document  states: 

Because  of  the  difficulty  of  accomplishing  this  task  in  advance  of  a complete 
system  description , ...  an  alternative  method  of  assessing  the  economic  via- 
bility was  investigated  [emphasis  added]. 

Likewise,  EMEC’s  August  16,  1991  document  concerning  first  stage  consultation  states: 

The  purpose  of  the  preliminary  permit  is  to  maintain  priority  of  application  for 
a license  during  the  term  of  the  permit  while  the  permittee  conducts  investiga- 
tions and  secures  the  data  necessary  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  the  project 
[emphasis  added]. 

Under  CEQA,  when  the  nature  of  future  development  is  nonspecific  and  uncertain,  an 
EIR  need  not  engage  in  “sheer  speculation”  as  to  future  environmental  consequences. 
If,  after  thorough  investigation,  a lead  agency  finds  that  a particular  impact  is  too 
speculative  for  evaluation,  the  agency  should  note  its  conclusion  and  terminate  discussion 
of  the  impact. 

Concerning  cumulative  impacts,  the  CEQA  guidelines  state: 

The  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  shall  reflect  the  severity  of  the  impacts 
and  their  likelihood  of  occurrence  [emphasis  added]  . . . [14  CCR  15130(b)]. 
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The  cumulative  impact  section  must  discuss  reasonably  foreseeable  probable  future 
projects  producing  cumulative  impacts.  In  this  case,  however,  the  commenter’s  proposed 
pump/storage  project  is  speculative  and,  thus,  not  a reasonably  foreseeable  probable 
future  project. 

Likewise,  under  NEPA,  federal  agencies  need  not  consider  alternatives  of  speculative 
feasibility  or  speculative  impacts. 

The  EMEC’s  project’s  feasibility  is  unknown  at  this  point  That  project  is,  therefore, 
considered  remote  and  speculative  under  CEQA  and  NEPA  and  is  not  discussed  in  detail 
in  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

In  addition,  although  under  CEQA,  projects  under  formal  environmental  review  must  be 
discussed  in  a cumulative  impact  analysis,  the  subject  EMEC  project  will  only  begin  the 
NEPA  environmental  review  process  once  EMEC  files  a license  application  for  the 
project,  which  application  will  not  occur  for  another  several  months,  if  ever. 

Therefore,  this  comment  does  not  alter  the  conclusion  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  that  the  EMEC 
project  is  “speculative  and  remote  and  not  reasonably  foreseeable”  (page  586). 

2.  See  Response  0152-1. 

3.  See  Response  0152-1. 

4.  Statements  concerning  Riverside  County’s  stand  on  the  project  do  not  address  the 
accuracy  or  adequacy  of  the  draft  EIR/EIS;  hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

5.  See  Response  0 1 52- 1 . 

6.  The  EMEC  project  will  be  subject  to  separate  NEPA  and  CEQA  review  should  it  ever 
be  proposed.  That  project,  and  all  attendant  impacts,  will  accordingly  be  examined  and 
addressed  at  some  later  time.  The  EMEC  project  need  not  be  factored  into  a cumulative 
impact  analysis  and  need  not  be  fully  addressed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  from  that  standpoint 
because  it  is  not  a past,  present,  or  “reasonably  foreseeable  probable  future  project”  for 
the  reasons  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15355). 

7.  See  Response  0152-4. 

8.  See  Response  0152-4. 

9.  See  Response  0152-1. 
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10.  The  commenter’s  request  that  the  hydroelectric  project  be  discussed  in  the  alternatives 
analysis  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  indicates  a misunderstanding  of  the  requirements  of  CEQA 
and  NEPA.  CEQA  only  requires  that  an  EIR  “describe  a range  of  reasonable  alternatives 
to  the  project . . . which  couldfeasibly  attain  the  basic  objectives  of  the  project  [emphasis 
added]  and  evaluate  the  comparative  merits  of  the  alternatives”  [CEQA  Guidelines, 
Section  15126  (d)]. 

The  basic  objective  of  the  project  proposed  by  MRC  is  to  develop  a new  Class  III  waste 
disposal  facility  to  accommodate  southern  California  waste  disposal  demands  and  to 
provide  such  capacity  in  a remote  desert  setting  (draft  EIS/EIR,  page  4).  The 
commenter’s  proposed  alternative  analysis  of  a hydroelectric  project  could  not  feasibly 
attain  the  basic  objectives  of  MRC’s  landfill  project,  and,  therefore,  does  not  need  to  be 
considered  in  the  alternatives  section  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

1 1 . See  Responses  0 1 52- 1 and  0 1 52- 1 0. 

DOCUMENT  0153  Letter  from  City  of  Beaumont,  September  17, 1991 

1.  The  proposed  action  is  expected  to  be  capable  of  accepting  up  to  six  unit  trains  per  day 
at  the  container  handling  yard.  To  transport  the  amounts  of  solid  waste  from  the 
geographic  areas  assumed  for  the  analysis,  an  average  of  4.7  shipments  per  day  will  be 
required  when  the  project  is  operating  at  full  capacity.  Based  on  this  description  and 
counting  return  trips  for  the  trains,  an  average  of  9.4  trains  per  day  will  utilize  the  primary 
rail  segment  (with  a maximum  number  of  12  trains  per  day  on  a round-trip  basis),  with 
fewer  trains  on  each  of  the  secondary  segments.  Proponents  of  the  proposed  action  will 
arrange  scheduling  of  refuse  unit  trains  with  Southern  Pacific  on  a contractual  basis  to 
prevent  any  conflict  between  ongoing  rail  operations  and  trains  being  utilized  for  the 
landfill  project. 

Noise  measurements  were  taken  for  land  uses  within  100  feet  of  the  corridor  of  the 
Southern  Pacific  rail  line.  It  was  determined  that  the  addition  of  the  project-generated 
train  traffic  to  the  existing  train  traffic  would  slightly  increase  (+0.7  dB)  noise  levels 
along  the  rail  corridor.  This  increase  that  would  be  experienced  by  residential  areas  1 00 
feet  from  the  Southern  Pacific  rail  line  is  not  considered  significant  because  it  is  not 
discernible  by  humans.  It  should  be  noted  that  existing  noise  levels  within  100  feet  of 
the  rail  line  corridor  are  74  CNEL,  which  exceeds  acceptable  noise  levels  for  residential 
uses.  Also,  see  Response  0001-103. 

2.  MRC  will  arrange  scheduling  of  refuse  unit  trains  with  Southern  Pacific  on  a contractual 
basis  to  prevent  any  conflict  between  ongoing  rail  operations  and  trains  being  utilized 
for  the  landfill  project  (draft  EIS/EIR,  pp.  50  and  357). 
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3.  The  risks  associated  with  train  accidents  are  discussed  on  pages  351-352  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  351)  states  that  the  project  itself  and  the  operation  of 
off-site  transfer  stations  to  serve  the  project  would  not  be  expected  to  increase  the 
frequency  of  accidents  involving  solid  waste  transport,  when  considered  in  terms  of 
accidents  per  ton-mile  of  transport.  In  fact,  emphasis  on  rail  transport  would  tend  to 
decrease  the  overall  potential  for  accidents  when  compared  with  conventional  truck 
transport  of  the  same  amount  of  solid  waste  due  to  the  control  and  maintenance  of  the 
rights-of-way  in  which  trains  operate.  An  increase  of  a maximum  of  six  trains  per  day 
over  present  rail  operations  would  not  affect  the  utilities  adjacent  to  the  railroad  tracks. 

4.  An  emergency  response  program  for  the  Southern  Pacific  Railway  is  presently  on  file 
with  proper  authorities,  including  the  health  departments  of  Riverside  and  San  Bernar- 
dino counties  and  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission.  No  specific  changes  to 
this  program  would  be  necessary.  A detailed  description  of  Southern  Pacific’s  Emer- 
gency Response  Plan  requirements  is  provided  in  Response  0026-3.  In  addition,  as  part 
of  their  own  emergency  response  planning,  MRC  would  maintain  adequate  staff  on-site 
or  on  call  to  provide  clean-up  workers  to  supplement  Southern  Pacific  workers. 

5.  The  existing  train  traffic  conditions  and  delay  times  are  discussed  in  Section  III.C.l  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  proposed  project  would  add  a maximum  of  6 round-trip  trains 
per  day  (12  one-way  trips),  consisting  of  one  or  more  locomotives  carrying  up  to  14 
railcars.  The  delays  caused  by  this  increase  in  train  traffic  are  discussed  on  Section  IV.C.2 
of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  which  concluded  that  the  effects  on  delays  at  grade  crossings  would 
be  relatively  minor  and  are  therefore  not  a significant  impact. 

6.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  states  that  the  expected  impact  of  the  truck  traffic  associated  with  the 
project  on  I- 10  is  minimal.  A total  of  200  round  trips,  as  originally  proposed,  on  I- 10 
represents  a two  percent  increase  in  the  overall  daily  traffic  volume  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  project  and  a much  smaller  percent  as  truck  volumes  on  I- 10  increase  to 
the  west.  Furthermore,  subsequent  to  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  project 
has  been  modified  to  reduce  truck  traffic  to  the  project  site  to  100  round  trips  daily  and 
in  three  years  to  eliminate  all  but  those  trucks  serving  the  desert  cities  (not  to  exceed  1 00) 
in  three  years.  This  measure  would  further  reduce  the  effects  on  traffic  and  the  potential 
for  accidental  spills.  See  Section  ELB.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a discussion  of  the 
reduction  in  truck  trips.  Additionally,  the  refuse  transported  by  truck  would  be  com- 
pacted in  closed  shipping  containers  which  are  described  in  Response  0021-25.  Due  to 
the  nature  of  the  containers,  it  is  unlikely  that  refuse  would  spill  out  of  the  containers  in 
the  event  of  an  accident.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  does,  nevertheless,  address  this  possibility 
on  pages  351  and  352. 

7.  Section  IV.D.3  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  does  analyze  the  impacts  of  truck  traffic  serving  the 
landfill.  It  is  anticipated  that  of  the  200  daily  truck  trips  proposed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR, 
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half  would  come  from  within  Riverside  County  and  the  other  half  from  San  Bernardino 
County.  All  trucks  would  be  required  to  use  the  Eagle  Mountain  Road  Extension  via 
Eagle  Mountain  Road  under  normal  circumstances  for  shipment  delivery.  Please  refer 
to  pages  363-365  for  a discussion  of  impacts  to  these  surface  streets.  MRC  has  since 
proposed  to  a reduction  in  daily  round  trips  to  100  trucks.  A discussion  of  this  project 
modification  is  contained  in  Section  ELB.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

8.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  362-365)  concludes  that  the  expected  truck  traffic  associated 
with  the  project  on  I- 10  is  minimal,  representing  a two  percent  increase  in  the  overall 
daily  traffic  volume  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  and  a much  smaller 
percentage  as  traffic  volumes  on  I- 10  increase  to  the  west.  This  is  considered  an 
insignificant  effect.  Moreover,  subsequent  to  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  truck 
traffic  to  the  project  site  will  be  reduced  to  100  round  trips  daily  and  to  eliminate  all  but 
those  trucks  serving  the  desert  cities  (not  to  exceed  1 00)  in  three  years  (see  Section  II. B. 2 
of  the  final  EIS/EIR).  This  measure  represents  a one  percent  increase  in  traffic  on  I- 10 
which  further  reduces  traffic  effects.  Mitigation  measures  are  not  required  for  insignif- 
icant impacts. 

9.  Mitigation  measures  for  air  impacts  from  on-highway  trucks  are  discussed  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  105-108). 

10.  See  Response  0106-3. 

DOCUMENT  0154  Letter  from  Dan  Rothfolks,  September  13, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  accuracy  or  adequacy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0155  Letter  from  Seth  Anthony  Foster,  September  10, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  accuracy  or  adequacy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0156  Letter  from  City  of  Riverside,  September  20, 1991 

1.  See  Response  0015-2. 

2.  No  alternative  rail  lines  through  the  city  of  Riverside  are  proposed.  If  this  action  is 
required  in  the  future,  appropriate  environmental  review  and  public  hearing  notice  would 
be  required. 
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3.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  accuracy  or  adequacy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0157  Letter  from  Erik  Joki,  September  19, 1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  accuracy  or  adequacy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

2.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  105)  states  that  other  potential  landfill  sites  in  Los  Angeles 
County,  namely,  Towsley  Canyon,  Blind  Canyon,  and  Mission-Rustic  Canyon,  were  not 
analyzed  in  further  detail  because  of  their  limited  capacities  and  because  inadequate 
information  is  currently  available  regarding  the  description  of  projects  at  these  sites. 
Consequently,  they  were  deemed,  at  this  time,  to  be  remote  and  speculative. 

3.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  accuracy  or  adequacy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

4.  See  Response  0015-2. 

5.  Please  refer  to  Response  0102-1 6. 

6.  The  controller/operator  of  the  MRFs  is  unknown  at  this  time.  However,  operations  at  the 
MRFs  will  be  strictly  regulated  under  the  solid  waste  facilities  management  permit.  This 
permit  is  issued  by  the  State  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board,  in  conjunction  with 
the  LEA  in  whose  jurisdiction  the  MRF  is  located. 

7.  The  precise  locations,  designs,  and  operational  details  for  future  MRFs  are  unknown  at 
this  time.  See  Response  0015-2. 

8.  The  project  proposes  a Class  III  nonhazardous  municipal  solid  waste  landfill  which  will 
only  accept  nonhazardous  solid  waste  and  inert  wastes.  The  project  design  includes  the 
inspection  of  waste  to  detect  the  presence  of  radioactive  materials  and  other  hazardous 
waste.  Incoming  waste  will  be  screened  and  removed  from  the  waste  stream  at  both  the 
MRF  and  the  landfill  site.  The  elimination  of  hazardous  wastes  from  municipal  refuse 
depends  on  compliance  by  the  public  with  applicable  regulations.  Community  efforts  to 
provide  residents  a convenient  way  of  disposing  small  quantities  of  hazardous  household 
materials  (batteries,  empty  paint  cans,  etc.)  will  further  reduce  the  amount  of  hazardous 
materials  entering  the  municipal  solid  waste  stream. 

9.  A discussion  of  waste  diversion  programs,  including  green  waste  and  composting  to 
reduce  the  waste  entering  landfills,  is  discussed  on  pages  105-109  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
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Additionally,  if  AB  939,  the  “Recycling  Bill”  is  to  be  effective,  much  of  the  green  waste 
contained  in  the  trash  stream  will  be  removed  for  composting. 

10.  The  reader  is  confusing  the  detection  and  inspection  process  of  incoming  refuse  for 
hazardous  materials  with  the  process  to  remove  recyclable  materials.  A description  of 
the  waste  screening  process  which  will  occur  at  the  MRFs  and  transfer  stations  is  outlined 
on  pages  48  and  49  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Screening  for  hazardous  materials  at  the  transfer 
stations  would  be  conducted  by  spreading  the  waste  on  the  tipping  floor  for  examination 
by  workers.  Any  unacceptable  materials  would  be  diverted  for  special  handling  in 
accordance  with  established  procedures. 

After  the  waste  has  been  inspected  for  the  occurrence  of  hazardous  materials,  it  may  be 
processed,  depending  upon  composition,  for  the  removal  of  recyclable  materials.  Recy- 
clable recovery  may  occur  by  manually  removing  bulky  materials  such  as  cardboard  or 
wood  from  the  waste  while  it  is  on  the  tipping  floor.  More  sophisticated  techniques  for 
the  removal  of  recyclables  will  include  manual  and  mechanical  processing  of  waste  using 
shredders,  picking  belt  conveyors,  air  and  gravity  separation  devices,  and  magnetic 
and/or  electronic  separation  equipment. 

A waste  screening  and  inspection  would  also  occur  at  a facility  on  or  near  the  Phase  II 
container  handling  yard  for  incoming  local  waste.  This  process  (described  on  pages 
39-40  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR)  would  spread  the  refuse  on  a concrete  tipping  floor  and 
visually  inspect  the  waste  for  unacceptable  materials.  These  materials  will  be  segregated 
and  stored  in  accordance  with  the  appropriate  regulations. 

1 1 . See  Response  0002-8  for  a detailed  description  of  the  load-checking  program  at  the  MRFs 
and  transfer  stations.  Compliance  with  the  standards  of  removal  of  hazardous  materials 
at  the  MRFs  will  be  enforced  by  on-site  inspectors  directed  by  and  with  the  authority  of 
the  Local  Enforcement  Agency  (Riverside  County  Department  of  Health). 

12.  The  issue  raised  in  this  comment  would  not  alter  the  conclusions  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
The  figure  of  0.2  percent  was  taken  from  a study  performed  by  the  Los  Angeles  County 
Sanitation  Districts  on  refuse  derived  from  the  same  geographical  area  as  that  proposed 
for  the  Eagle  Mountain  project.  Accordingly,  the  study  is  seen  as  valid,  and  no  additional 
information  is  needed.  MRC  will  only  indirectly  enforce  compliance  with  operators  for 
the  removal  of  hazardous  waste  through  the  mechanism  of  not  accepting  residual  waste 
unless  the  hazardous  materials  have  been  removed.  See  Response  0157-1 1 above. 

13.  See  Response  0026-82.  Also,  to  correct  some  misinformation,  Eagle  Mountain  will  not 
be  the  largest  landfill  in  the  world. 

14.  Please  refer  to  Response  0026-82. 
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15.  An  evaluation  of  active  faulting  has  been  prepared  for  the  site  by  geologist  Richard 
Proctor,  dated  September  12,  1991,  titled  “Evaluation  of  Active  Faulting  at  Eagle 
Mountain”  and  may  be  obtained  from  either  the  County  of  Riverside  or  the  BLM  project 
file.  The  project  site  is  34  miles  from  the  nearest  active  fault,  the  San  Andreas.  A large 
seismic  event  is  anticipated  on  the  southern  San  Andreas  fault  during  the  1 15-year  life 
span  of  the  landfill  project.  The  project  site  will  only  receive  low  to  moderate  ground 
shaking  (0.1  g [gravity])  from  a large  San  Andreas  event.  See  Response  0001-24. 
However,  very  strong  ground  shaking  and  surface  rupture  along  the  San  Ajidreas  fault 
is  expected  for  the  Coachella  and  Imperial  valleys  within  the  next  115  years.  Such  strong 
shaking  and  surface  rupture  would  probably  disrupt  all  transportation  and  utility  corridors 
that  cross  the  San  Andreas  fault  near  Indio.  These  include  not  only  the  Eagle  Mountain 
railroad,  but  the  Southern  Pacific  railroad,  major  highways,  gas  pipelines,  buildings,  and 
the  All-American  Canal.  The  Colorado  River  Aqueduct  crosses  the  fault  west  of  Desert 
Hot  Springs.  Because  the  refuse  transported  to  Eagle  Mountain  via  rail  or  truck  will  be 
containerized  and  will  contain  dry,  nonhazardous  materials,  a derailment  would  be  a 
relatively  minor  event.  Response  0021-7  addresses  the  procedures  to  be  implemented  in 
the  event  of  rail  service  interruption. 

16.  See  Response  0157-15  above. 

17.  See  Response  0001-21  above.  40  CFR  258.13  and  CCR  Section  2533(d)  both  require  a 
200-foot  setback  from  a Holocene  fault  (less  than  1 0,000  years  old).  The  Eagle  Mountain 
landfill  is  not  located  on  or  near  any  Holocene  faults. 

40  CFR  258.14  defines  a seismic  impact  zone  as  an  area  where  the  maximum  ground 
acceleration  will  exceed  0.10  g in  250  years.  Because  this  is  virtually  everywhere  in 
California,  Chapter  15  requires  landfills  to  be  designed  to  withstand  the  ground  acceler- 
ation associated  with  earthquakes. 

The  unstable  area  requirement  in  40  CFR  258.15  is  also  related  to  the  requirements  of 
Section  2533(d,e). 

The  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  will  be  designed  in  conformance  with  California  regulations 
for  faulting,  seismicity,  and  geologic  change.  See  Response  0001-24. 

18.  This  comment  is  correct.  The  permitting  process  will  require  the  implementation  of  the 
applicable  state  and  federal  regulations  which  would  assure  that  the  liner  design  ensures 
the  integrity  of  the  liner  during  seismic  events  and  the  static  loading  of  the  refuse.  The 
maximum  probable  earthquake  acceleration  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  site  is  0. 1 g.  However, 
MRC  plans  to  design  all  major  facilities  at  the  site  to  0.2  g,  or  essentially  double  the  state 
requirements.  Please  refer  to  Response  0001-24. 
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19.  Please  see  Response  0157-18. 

20.  Please  see  Response  0157-18. 

21.  See  Responses  0001-21  and  0026-82  above. 

22.  Project  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  SCAQMD’s  New  Source  Review  is 
discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E,  pp.  1 02- 1 05).  The  need  for  emissions  offsets 
is  discussed  in  this  section  as  well.  The  PM  10  mitigation  measures  for  the  proposed 
project  are  also  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E,  pp.  105-131).  See  Table 
FEIR-AQ-2  included  in  Attachment  2,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR,  and  Response 
0 1 17-4  for  a comparison  between  the  mitigation  measures  recommended  in  the  Coachella 
Valley  PM  10  Plan  and  the  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

23.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

24.  Railway  electrification  is  discussed  in  Appendix  E (pp.  116-117).  Future  electrification 
of  the  52-mile  stretch  of  track  between  Ferrum  Junction  and  the  landfill  site  was  discussed 
in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  as  potentially  feasible.  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-10  requires  the 
preparation  of  a feasibility  analysis  of  electrification  at  such  time  as  there  is  sufficient 
landfill  gas.  Electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  is  not  considered  feasible  at 
this  time  because  of  the  steep  grades  and  several  major  turns  in  the  rail  line.  Also,  the 
costs  and  physical  disturbance  necessary  for  the  installation  of  the  catenary  cable  power 
system  reduce  the  feasibility  of  this  measure.  The  continued  review  of  the  feasibility  of 
electrification  of  the  railway  is  part  of  the  project’s  mitigation  measures.  The  electrifi- 
cation of  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway  will  be  evaluated  when  sufficient  landfill  gas  is 
generated  to  provide  the  required  electrical  energy.  Table  FEIR-AQ-5,  included  in 
Appendix  M,  Attachment  2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR  shows  the  reductions  in  locomotive- 
generated emissions  which  could  be  achieved  if  electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail 
line  is  found  to  be  feasible. 

Electrification  of  the  Southern  Pacific  main  line  was  not  evaluated  as  a mitigation 
measure  because  neither  the  project  applicant  nor  the  lead  agencies  nor  any  responsible 
agency  would  have  the  authority  to  implement  or  require  such  a mitigation  measure  for 
this  project.  While  at  the  present  time  both  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  and  the 
South  Coast  AQMD  are  exploring  ways  to  reduce  locomotive  emissions,  including 
options  for  electrification  of  the  Southern  Pacific  main  line,  the  effects  of  such  potential 
regulations  are  at  this  time  considered  remote  and  speculative. 

25.  The  concern  for  PM  10  generation  at  the  site  is  warranted  in  all  directions,  not  just  during 
Santa  Ana  conditions.  Mitigation  measures  to  reduce  the  impacts  from  PM  10  generation 
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are  identified  in  the  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program  (see  Section  II.C.  of  the 
final  EIS/EIR).  Two  PM  10  monitoring  stations  will  be  installed  at  the  site  to  monitor 
and  control  PM  10  generation  rates  during  Santa  Ana  condition. 

26.  This  comment  quotes  the  draft  EIS/EIR  but  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy 
of  the  quotation  and,  therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

27.  See  Responses  0001-1 1,  112,  and  1 16  and  0073-2  above. 

28.  Water  used  for  dust  control  will  not  be  of  sufficient  quantity  to  add  any  moisture  to  the 
refuse.  Dust  control  water  use  will  be  kept  to  the  minimum  necessary  to  control  dust. 
Also,  see  Response  0073-2  above. 

29.  See  Responses  0001-15  and  26  above. 

30.  See  Response  0001-25  above. 

3 1 . See  Responses  000 1-15  and  0002-4  above. 

32.  The  landfill  design  will  comply  with  the  new  federal  landfill  regulations  contained  in 
40  CFR  257  and  258,  which  were  adopted  after  the  draft  EIS/EIR  was  published.  EPA 
recently  promulgated  revisions  to  40  CFR  267  and  added  40  CFR  258  to  the  federal 
Criteria  for  Classification  of  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Facilities  and  Practices.  This  new 
promulgation  incorporates  the  final  version  of  what  is  commonly  called  Subtitle  D.  The 
revisions  to  40  CFR  257  essentially  involve  conforming  changes  that  make  this  part 
consistent  with  the  new  Part  258.  The  new  Part  258  sets  forth  new  federal  minimum 
criteria  for  municipal  solid  waste  landfills  (MSWLF).  These  new  federal  criteria  were 
modeled  after  California’s  Title  23,  Chapter  15,  in  many  respects.  The  new  regulations 
also  include  other  requirements  that  are  similar  to  other  state  regulations  that  apply  to 
landfills. 

33.  The  side  wall  liner  will  be  constructed  in  30-  to  50-foot-high  sections  by  building  up 
horizontal  layers  of  the  various  materials  used  for  the  different  layers  of  the  liner  system 
and  using  refuse  to  support  the  final  liner  system  once  it  is  placed.  See  Response  0001-4. 

34.  See  Responses  0001-25,  0073-1,  and  Oil  1-10  above. 

35.  See  Response  0002-5  above.  Yes,  the  proposed  monitoring  program  meets  the  cited 
regulations. 

36.  See  Responses  0148-2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  and  9 above. 


396 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EIR 


DOCUMENT  0157 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


DOCUMENT  0157 


37.  See  Responses  0148-2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  and  9 above. 

38.  See  Responses  0148-2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  and  9 above. 

39.  See  Responses  0148-2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  and  9 above. 

40.  See  Response  0102-84. 

41.  For  the  reason  stated  in  Response  0102-84  above,  the  conclusions  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
would  not  change. 

42.  This  comment  appears  to  be  rhetorical  in  nature.  It  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or 
accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

43.  Because  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  is  a private  rail  road,  higher  standards  for  operation 
will  prevail  (see  page  380  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 

44.  The  gross  weight  of  a typical  stack  train  carrying  3,500  tons  of  refuse  in  containers  is 
approximately  5,900  tons. 

45.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  357)  concludes  that  because  the  volume  of  rail  traffic  on  the  rail 
lines  studied  is  expected  to  remain  fairly  static,  at  least  through  1995,  the  project-related 
usage  of  rail  transport  is  expected  to  have  an  insignificant  impact  on  the  rail  lines  and 
surrounding  infrastructure  (Kava,  1/1/90). 

46.  The  point  of  this  comment  is  not  clear,  and  thus,  no  response  can  be  provided. 

47.  Neither  the  project  applicant  nor  the  lead  agencies  nor  any  responsible  agency  would  have 
the  authority  to  implement  or  require  such  a mitigation  measure  for  this  project.  It  is 
unclear  what  protection  this  mitigation  would  afford  the  public  or  the  environment. 

48.  The  East  Pit  contains  overburden  and  coarse  tailings.  The  bottom  of  the  East  Pit  has  been 
dry  since  the  summer  of  1991.  Currently,  groundwater  levels  are  approximately  12  feet 
below  the  lowest  elevations  of  the  deepest  portion  of  the  East  Pit. 

49.  The  draft  mitigation  monitoring  program  appears  in  Appendix  K of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
This  program  has  since  been  updated  and  the  replacement  Mitigation  Reporting/Moni- 
toring Program  can  be  found  in  Section  II.C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

50.  The  EIR  Checklist  was  completed  by  the  County  of  Riverside  Planning  Department  and 
is  in  the  project  file  in  the  Riverside  Office  of  Planning. 
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5 1 . See  Response  Oil  1-43  and  0002-8  for  a discussion  of  the  load-checking  program. 

52.  See  Response  0021-7. 

53.  As  the  Local  Enforcement  Agency,  the  Riverside  County  Department  of  Health  would 
be  responsible  for  monitoring  the  amount  of  waste  entering  the  landfill. 

54.  See  Response  0021-27. 

55.  The  issues  of  operator  liability,  financial  responsibility,  closure  and  post-closure  funding, 
and  the  like  are  issues  which  are  addressed  between  MRC  and  the  County  of  Riverside 
and  in  the  waste  discharge  requirements  permit  issued  by  the  Regional  Water  Quality 
Control  Board  and  the  landfill  facilities  permit  to  be  issued  by  the  Riverside  County  Local 
Enforcement  Agency  with  the  concurrence  of  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Manage- 
ment Board.  Before  any  operations  at  the  landfill  can  commence,  financial  responsibility 
will  need  to  be  demonstrated  by  MRC  for  third-party  liability,  closure  and  post-closure 
maintenance  of  the  site,  financial  assurances  necessary  to  ensure  corrective  action  for 
potential  groundwater  contamination,  and  full  indemnification  of  the  County  of  River- 
side. MRC  intends  to  contract  with  users  of  the  landfill  (municipal  and  private)  for 
indemnification  of  itself  and  the  County  of  Riverside  for  any  liabilities  resulting  from 
the  deposit  of  waste  at  the  site  generated  by  such  user.  This  intention  will  be  embodied 
in  any  final  Development  Agreement  approved  by  the  County  for  the  project. 

56.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  comment  is  necessary. 

57.  See  Response  002 1-19. 

58.  The  transport  of  recyclable  materials  to  the  site  for  which  there  is  no  immediate  market 
will  occur  on  one  of  the  six  train  transporting  solid  waste  to  the  site.  When  conditions 
favor  returning  the  recyclables  to  their  owner,  they  will  be  placed  on  one  of  the  six  empty 
trains  returning  from  the  landfill.  No  additional  trucks  or  trains  will  be  used  to  transport 
these  recyclable  materials  to  and  from  the  site.  The  impacts  resulting  from  transport  of 
these  recyclables  to  and  from  the  site  are  included  in  the  proposed  action  evaluated  in 
the  draft  EIS/EIR.  No  additional  impacts  would  result. 

59.  In  an  effort  to  achieve  the  goals  of  AB  939,  the  removal  of  green  waste  contained  in  the 
trash  stream  may  take  place  at  the  transfer  stations  for  composting.  The  green  waste  will 
not  be  considered  a recyclable  for  shipment  and  storage  at  Eagle  Mountain. 

60.  Composting  of  green  waste  would  not  occur  at  Eagle  Mountain.  See  Response  0157-59 
above. 
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61.  In  the  event  of  rail  service  interruption,  several  scenarios  are  possible  depending  on  the 
location  and  nature  of  the  delay.  Refuse  could  be  transported  by  rail  from  the  transfer 
stations  to  other  landfills  in  the  area  until  service  to  Eagle  Mountain  is  resumed.  Another 
option  would  be  to  temporarily  transport  the  refuse  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  via 
truck.  See  Response  0021-7. 

62.  The  waste  proposed  for  Eagle  Mountain  will  only  pass  through  the  Coachella  Valley  en 
route  to  Eagle  Mountain.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  impacts  of  the  proposed  project 
on  nearby  communities,  including  the  issues  of  growth  inducing  and  socioeconomics, 
and  utilities  and  services.  The  increased  population,  employment,  and  income  resulting 
from  the  operation  of  the  proposed  facilities  would  be  considered  a socioeconomic  benefit 
to  the  surrounding  communities,  and  the  long-term  operation  of  the  landfill  would  lend 
stability  to  communities  and  sustain  community  services.  Please  refer  to  Section  IV. H. 
of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  for  a further  discussion. 

63.  These  documents  are  not  normally  included  as  attachments  to  a final  EIS/EIR;  however, 
they  are  available  at  the  Riverside  County  Planning  Department  for  public  review. 

64.  The  landfill  design  will  comply  with  the  new  federal  landfill  regulations  contained  in  40 
CFR  257  and  258,  which  were  adopted  September  11,  1991,  after  the  draft  EIS/EIR  was 
published.  The  following  provides  a summary  of  both  the  state  and  federal  landfill 
regulations  and  the  compliance  plan  for  Eagle  Mountain. 

EPA  recently  promulgated  revisions  to  40  CFR  267  and  added  40  CFR  258  to  the  federal 
Criteria  for  Classification  of  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Facilities  and  Practices.  This  new 
promulgation  incorporates  the  final  version  of  what  is  commonly  called  Subtitle  D.  The 
revisions  to  40  CFR  257  essentially  involve  conforming  changes  that  make  this  part 
consistent  with  the  new  Part  258.  The  new  Part  258  sets  forth  new  federal  minimum 
criteria  for  municipal  solid  waste  landfills.  These  new  federal  criteria  were  modeled  after 
Title  23,  California  Code  of  Regulations  Chapter  15,  in  many  respects.  The  new 
regulations  also  include  other  requirements  that  are  similar  to  other  state  regulations  that 
apply  to  landfills. 

40  CFR  258  establishes  federal  criteria  for  landfill  siting,  facility  design  and  operations, 
groundwater  monitoring  requirements,  corrective  action  requirements,  financial  assur- 
ance requirements,  and  closure  and  post-closure  care  requirements.  The  effective  date 
of  the  new  regulations  is  24  months  after  date  of  publication  (i.e.,  September  1993). 

The  following  review  of  40  CFR  258  discusses  the  new  federal  regulations  and  draws 
comparisons  between  these  new  requirements  and  the  requirements  of  Chapter  15  and 
other  state  laws  and  regulations  that  are  similar.  Also  discussed  are  important  compari- 
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sons  with  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill.  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  will  have  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  both  40  CFR  258  and  Chapter  15,  whichever  is  more  stringent. 

Subpart  A of  40  CFR  258  and  Article  1 of  Chapter  15  both  establish  the  purpose,  scope, 
applicability,  and  effective  date  for  the  regulations.  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  must  comply 
with  both  the  federal  and  state  regulations,  whichever  is  more  stringent  Subpart  A 
establishes  that  40  CFR  258  is  applicable  to  MSWLFs  that  accept  waste  on  or  after  24 
months  after  the  date  of  publication  and  partially  exempts  sites  that  stop  receiving  wastes 
within  two  years  of  the  date  of  publication. 

Article  1 establishes  that  Chapter  15  is  applicable  to  all  waste  disposal  sites,  including 
MSWLFs  (Class  HI)  and  hazardous  waste  sites  (Class  I).  Article  1 includes  an  interme- 
diate classification  of  designated  waste  (Class  II).  Article  1 establishes  the  requirements 
for  the  land  disposal  of  all  waste  within  the  state  of  California. 

Section  25 10(b)  of  Article  1 also  establishes  provisions  for  engineered  alternatives  to  the 
state  regulations  where  the  alternative  is  shown  to  meet  the  performance  goal  of  the 
standards  and  where  it  is  infeasible  to  comply  with  the  standard. 

Section  25 1 1 provides  for  various  exemptions  to  the  state  regulations.  Exemptions 
include  sewage  sludges  under  certain  conditions,  recycling,  some  wastewater  treatment 
facilities,  sewage  disposal  regulated  by  other  requirements,  and  disposal  actions  involved 
in  a clean-up  activity  under  the  direction  of  a public  agency. 

Article  2 of  Chapter  15  establishes  criteria  for  classifying  wastes  in  order  to  determine 
which  siting  and  design  requirements  must  be  met  to  ensure  protection  of  groundwater 
resources. 

40  CFR  258.2  provides  definitions  of  terms  used  within  the  regulations.  Part  258.2 
defines  solid  waste,  house  waste,  nonhazardous  industrial  solid  waste,  and  sludge. 
40  CFR  258  does  not  include  criteria  for  waste  classification  because  it  applies  strictly 
to  municipal  solid  waste.  The  disposal  of  other  wastes,  such  as  sludges  and  hazardous 
wastes,  are  regulated  by  other  sections,  such  as  40  CFR  261. 

The  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  will  accept  only  municipal  solid  waste  that  is  defined  in 
40  CFR  258.2  and  in  Section  2523  of  Chapter  15.  The  site  must  meet  the  siting,  design, 
operation,  and  monitoring  requirements  established  in  other  sections  of  Chapter  15  for  a 
Class  III  landfill  as  well  as  comply  with  the  requirements  of  40  CFR  258  because  the  site 
accepts  MSWLF,  as  defined  under  federal  regulations. 
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Section  2533(c)  of  Chapter  15  requires  Class  HI  landfill  to  be  designed,  constructed, 
operated,  and  maintained  to  prevent  inundation  or  wash  out  caused  by  the  1 00-year  flood 
event. 

Eagle  Creek  currently  flows  into  the  east  pit  as  the  only  available  flood  protection  for  the 
town  of  Eagle  Mountain.  However,  the  project  will  put  Eagle  Creek  back  into  its  natural 
course  and  provide  the  necessary  flood  protection  for  the  town.  In  addition,  the  Eagle 
Mountain  landfill  is  separated  from  Eagle  Creek  by  the  main  haul  road  along  the  south 
side  of  the  landfill.  This  road  and  the  landfill  area  show  no  evidence  of  being  inundated 
by  any  flood  event  and  therefore  do  not  meet  the  definition  of  a floodplain  contained  in 
40  CFR  258. 1 1 (b)(  1 ).  The  road  and  the  landfill  will  be  designed  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  both  state  and  federal  regulations. 

40  CFR  258. 12  ensures  that  MSWLFs  comply  with  other  applicable  federal  regulations 
regarding  projects  located  in  wetlands.  New  MSWLFs  shall  not  be  located  in  wetlands 
unless  a demonstration  is  made  to  the  director  of  an  approved  state  that  essentially  is  the 
same  as  the  required  demonstration  contained  in  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 
This  includes  showing  that  there  is  no  less  environmentally  damaging  alternative,  no  net 
loss  of  wetland,  no  jeopardy  to  endangered  species,  and  so  on. 

Chapter  15  does  not  specifically  preclude  a landfill  from  being  located  in  a wetland. 
However,  some  of  the  siting  criteria  in  Chapter  1 5 and  other  state  laws  and  regulations 
provide  for  an  equivalent  level  of  protection  to  wetlands  as  provided  by  the  federal  siting 
restriction  contained  in  40  CFR  258.12. 

For  example.  Section  2530(c)  requires  that  a landfill  be  sited,  designed,  constructed,  and 
operated  to  ensure  that  all  wastes  will  be  a minimum  of  five  feet  above  the  highest 
elevation  of  groundwater.  If  a landfill  is  sited  in  a wetland,  the  construction  activity 
associated  with  providing  the  necessary  five  feet  of  separation,  and  the  impacts  to 
wetlands  resulting  from  this  activity,  can  be  regulated  by  the  state  as  a discharge  to  waters 
of  the  state  under  the  California  Water  Code. 

The  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  is  not  located  in  a wetland.  The  water  in  the  East  Pit  has 
dried  out,  indicating  that  this  water  is  surfacing  groundwater.  The  area  where  water 
ponded  in  the  East  Pit  does  not  have  the  soil  characteristics,  flooding  frequency,  and 
vegetation,  under  normal  circumstances,  to  be  classified  as  a wetland.  The  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  may  claim  jurisdiction  over  the  East  Pit  pond  area  and  the  actions 
involving  the  drainage  improvements  to  Eagle  Creek  and  require  a Section  404  permit. 
The  RWQCB  has  not  indicated  that  they  believe  the  East  Pit  pond  is  a wetland.  They 
are  more  concerned  about  the  requirement  in  Chapter  15  to  provide  a minimum  of  five 
feet  of  separation  between  the  groundwater  and  the  waste.  The  State  Department  of  Fish 
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and  Game  will  require  a Section  1603  agreement  for  the  Eagle  Creek  drainage  work  but 
has  not  indicated  that  the  East  Pit  pond  is  a wetland. 

40  CFR  258.13  and  Section  2533(d)  both  require  a 200-foot  setback  from  a Holocene 
fault.  The  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  is  not  located  on  or  near  any  Holocene  faults. 

40  CFR  258.14  defines  a seismic  impact  zone  as  an  area  where  the  maximum  ground 
acceleration  will  exceed  0.10  g in  250  years.  This  is  virtually  everywhere  in  California, 
which  is  why  Chapter  15  requires  a landfill  to  be  designed  to  withstand  the  ground 
acceleration  associated  with  earthquakes.  Sections  2533(d,e)  require  a demonstration 
that  the  landfill  containment  structures  are  designed  to  withstand  ground  accelerations 
associated  with  the  maximum  credible  earthquake  and  rapid  geologic  change. 

The  unstable  area  requirement  in  40  CFR  258.15  is  also  related  to  the  requirements  of 
Section  2533(d,e). 

The  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  will  be  designed  in  conformance  with  California  regulations 
for  faulting,  seismicity,  and  geologic  change. 

40  CFR  258.20  requires  a random  checking  of  incoming  loads  to  detect  and  prevent  the 
disposal  of  hazardous  wastes  as  defined  in  40  CFR  261.  This  is  the  same  as  the 
requirement  in  Section  2523(b)  of  Chapter  15  requiring  a periodic  load-checking  pro- 
gram. 

The  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  includes  a periodic  load-checking  program  that  complies 
with  both  state  and  federal  regulations.  Additionally,  since  most  waste  coming  to  the 
Eagle  Mountain  landfill  will  be  processed  at  materials  recovery  facilities,  this  will  provide 
for  the  checking  of  virtually  all  waste  coming  to  the  site  and  hazardous  wastes  can  be 
removed  at  the  MRF  along  with  the  other  materials. 

Both  the  state  and  federal  regulations  require  at  least  six  inches  of  daily  cover  of  the 
refuse  to  control  vectors,  fires,  odors,  litter,  and  scavenging.  The  regulations  both 
provide  for  alternatives  approved  by  the  state. 

65.  Any  extension  of  the  public  comment  period  is  voluntary  and  requires  that  the  lead 
agencies,  the  County  of  Riverside,  and  the  BLM  grant  such  an  extension. 

DOCUMENT  0158  Letter  from  County  of  Riverside  Department  of  Health, 
September  11, 1991 

1 . Excluding  a catastrophic  event,  the  longest  period  of  time  that  waste  will  be  expected  to 
be  stored  in  the  intermodal  containers  from  the  point  of  loading  at  a MRF  to  unloading 
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at  the  landfill  is  36  hours.  Because  the  impact  of  a catastrophic  event  is  unknown,  an 
estimate  of  the  time  refuse  might  be  stored  in  a container  is  impossible. 

2.  Potential  odor  impacts  from  the  proposed  project  are  addressed  in  Response  0001-97. 
The  worst-case  scenario  used  in  the  odor  analysis  assumed  that  the  waste  would  sit  for 
six  to  seven  days. 

3.  This  comment  is  correct.  Prior  to  any  mining  operations,  a CEQA  document  assessing 
the  impacts  of  mining  would  have  to  be  certified  by  Riverside  County. 

4.  See  Responses  000 1-10  and  13. 

5.  The  water  supply  is  suitable  for  domestic  uses  other  than  drinking.  Drinking  water  will 
be  trucked  into  the  site.  If  Kaiser  or  the  project  proponent  proposes  to  put  in  a water 
treatment  system  so  as  to  make  the  groundwater  potable,  this  project  would  have  to 
comply  with  CEQA.  The  cited  water  treatment  facility  is  not  part  of  the  landfill  project. 

6.  See  Response  0158-5  above.  The  suggestion  to  use  the  Pinto  Basin  wells  for  drinking 
water  will  be  considered. 

7.  This  comment  clarifies  the  potable  water  situation  at  Eagle  Mountain.  It  does  change  the 
requirement  that  some  sort  of  defluoridation  plan  must  be  made  part  of  the  facility  plan 
for  the  town  of  Eagle  Mountain.  See  page  530  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

8.  The  Riverside  County  LEA  has  stated  that  checking  for  radon  prior  to  commencement 
of  operations  is  unnecessary. 

9.  See  Response  01 1 1-43. 

10.  See  Response  01 1 1-43.  The  specific  role  of  Riverside  County  with  regard  to  screening 
of  hazardous  waste  will  be  similar  to  its  present  role  with  other  county  landfills.  A major 
difference  is  that  the  County  LEA  will  be  empowered  to  inspect  MRFs  in  wastesheds 
outside  of  Riverside  County  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  inspection  procedures. 
Development  of  the  specific  procedures  to  be  used  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  LEA 
and  MRC.  These  specific  regulations  and  inspection  protocol  will  be  incorporated  into 
the  Report  of  Disposal  Site  Information  which  will  require  both  LEA  and  CIWMB 
approval. 

1 1 . See  Response  0111  -43. 

12.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  39  and  332)  states  that  any  waste  generated  from  the  local  area 
will  be  inspected  for  hazardous  wastes  at  an  on-site  waste  screening/inspection  station 
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located  in  the  Phase  II  container  handling  yard.  Local  waste  originating  from  Desert 
Center,  Lake  Tamarisk,  and  Eagle  Mountain  would  be  on  the  order  of  several  tons  per 
day. 

13.  The  majority  of  the  incoming  solid  waste  will  be  inspected  for  hazardous  materials  at  the 
initial  loading  point  before  it  is  transported  to  the  landfill.  However,  any  waste  generated 
from  the  local  area  will  be  inspected  for  hazardous  wastes  at  an  on-site  waste  screen- 
ing/inspection facility  located  in  the  Phase  II  container  handling  yard.  The  random 
inspections  of  loads  coming  from  the  transfer  stations  and  MRFs  would  also  take  place 
at  this  facility.  The  waste  screening  and  inspection  process  is  described  on  pages  39  and 
40  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

14.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  MRC  would  become  involved  in  the  expansion  of  community- 
wide hazardous  waste  collection  programs.  Such  programs  are  usually  developed  by  the 
county  or  city  from  which  the  waste  is  derived  or  by  the  local  hauler  in  those  areas. 

15.  Any  leachate  that  will  be  used  for  dust  control  or  disposal  by  other  means  will  be 
chemically  tested  to  determine  that  it  is  nonhazardous  as  described  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
(page  65).  See  Response  0001-42  also. 

16.  The  container  handling  yard  will  be  paved  with  either  blacktop  or  concrete  as  this  is  an 
area  of  high  traffic.  The  paving  will  be  used  to  reduce  road  and  area  maintenance  and 
to  reduce  fugitive  dust.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  significant  quantities  of  oil  or  grease 
will  be  generated  in  these  areas. 

17.  Hazardous  wastes  derived  at  the  landfill  (e.g.,  paints,  fuel  oil,  and  solvents  from  mainte- 
nance activities;  the  organic  phases  from  leachate  or  landfill  gas  condensate;  and  small 
quantities  of  hazardous  materials  recovered  from  the  on-site  waste  inspection  facility) 
will  be  segregated  and  containerized  as  required  by  regulations  and  temporarily  stored 
on-site.  These  wastes  will  be  periodically  removed  from  the  site  to  a licensed  hazardous 
waste  facility  by  a licensed  hazardous  waste  carrier  under  manifest  as  required  by  state 
law. 

18.  All  above-  and  below-ground  fuel  storage  facilities  will  be  constructed,  installed,  and 
maintained  in  accordance  with  all  applicable  regulations  including  those  imposed  by  the 
Riverside  County  Fire  Department. 

1 9.  All  employees  who  might  be  exposed  to  hazardous  materials/wastes  will  be  trained  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Local  Enforcement  Agency  to  handle  such  materials. 
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20.  A complete  chemical  inventory  of  reagents  and  other  hazardous  materials  in  use  on  the 
site  will  be  established  prior  to  the  commencement  of  landfill  operations.  The  required 
emergency  plans  associated  with  these  materials  will  also  be  established. 

21.  All  operating  permits  would  be  acquired  prior  to  commencement  of  landfill  operations. 
See  Response  157-55  also. 

DOCUMENT  0159  Letter  from  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board, 

September  24, 1991 

1.  The  EIR  for  the  Integrated  Solid  Waste  Management  System  for  Los  Angeles  County 
(August  1990:1-6)  estimates  that  the  current  level  of  waste  diversion  in  Los  Angeles 
County  is  approximately  10-25  percent.  More  detailed  quantification  of  waste  diversion 
programs  which  may  be  available  was  not  sought  since  it  would  not  change  the  conclusion 
that  Los  Angeles  County  will  experience  a county-wide  disposal  capacity  shortfall  by 
the  time  Eagle  Mountain  is  accepting  waste  (1993).  Also,  see  Response  0021-27  and 
0128-3  above. 

2.  See  Response  0159-1  above. 

3.  See  Response  0157-64  above. 

4.  Estimate  of  site  capacity  of  1 .3  billion  tons  is  incorrect.  The  only  mention  of  site  capacity 
for  Eagle  Mountain  occurs  on  page  85,  where  it  is  cited  to  be  over  1 00  billion  cubic  yards. 
This  citation  is  also  incorrect.  The  estimates  for  site  life  and  capacity  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
were  based  upon  a gross  approximation  of  available  air  space,  from  small-scale  maps, 
and  the  conceptual  design  for  the  landfill.  See  Response  139-20  above. 

5.  Initially,  the  composition  of  the  municipal  solid  waste  received  at  Eagle  Mountain  landfill 
will  be  similar  to  other  Class  III  landfills  in  the  state.  However,  the  composition  is 
projected  to  change  due  to  the  recovery  of  recyclable  materials,  as  required  by  current 
state  law.  This  future  source  reduction  will  occur  at  MRFs  prior  to  loading  the  containers 
for  transport  to  Eagle  Mountain.  This  material  recovery  effort  will  reduce  the  quantity 
of  paper,  cans,  bottles,  green  waste,  and  plastics  that  will  be  disposed  of  at  Eagle 
Mountain. 

6.  It  is  not  possible  to  identify  the  source  of  all  refuse  that  will  be  sent  to  Eagle  Mountain. 
The  project  description  appendix  states  that  the  project  would  not  accept  incinerator  ash 
or  other  wastes  deemed  unacceptable  under  current  regulations  (Appendix  B,  page  7-8). 
The  nonhazardous  nature  of  the  refuse  will  be  established  by  inspections  conducted  by 
the  LEA.  See  Response  011 1-43. 
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7.  The  mitigation  measures  used  to  keep  hazardous  wastes  out  of  the  landfill  are  described 
in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  pages  39,  49,  and  332-333.  See  also  Response  01 1 1-43. 

8.  The  project  would  not  receive  incinerator  ash  and  other  unacceptable  industrial  waste. 
The  potential  impact  to  water  quality  associated  with  any  ash  and  industrial  wastes  in  the 
waste  stream  is  the  same  as  that  for  municipal  nonhazardous  solid  waste.  The  sources 
of  ashes  and  industrial  wastes  that  will  be  accepted  at  the  site  are  the  same  as  the  sources 
that  currently  dispose  of  their  wastes  in  any  of  the  Class  IE  landfills  throughout  southern 
California.  If  an  ash  or  industrial  waste  is  currently  being  accepted  for  disposal  at  an 
existing  Class  III  landfill  and  this  landfill  is  closed  so  the  waste  is  sent  to  Eagle  Mountain, 
then  this  same  waste  will  be  disposed  of  at  Eagle  Mountain. 

Both  state  and  federal  law  requires  generators  of  wastes  to  be  responsible  for  the 
classification  of  their  waste  and  the  proper  management  of  their  waste.  All  hazardous 
wastes,  as  defined  by  federal  and  state  law,  must  be  manifested  from  the  point  of  origin 
to  the  point  of  disposal. 

Since  the  ash  and  industrial  waste  will  be  nonhazardous  as  defined  by  current  law,  there 
is  no  need  for  additional  mitigation  measures  to  address  the  potential  adverse  impacts  of 
the  disposal  of  these  wastes.  The  site  is  designed  to  contain  nonhazardous  waste  and 
prevent  impacts  of  the  disposal  on  groundwater. 

9.  Please  see  Responses  0001-11 1 through  1 16.  Proposed  drainage  plans  will  divert  runoff 
from  the  landfill  and  other  working  areas  so  as  to  allow  the  continued  operation  of  the 
site.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  identifies  these  drainage  improvements  in  a general  sense  by 
proposing  to  divert  all  runoff  from  the  landfill  area  and  put  Eagle  Creek  back  into  the 
natural  drainage,  which  will  be  redesigned  to  handle  the  required  storm  event.  It  is  not 
proposed  to  alter  the  drainage  in  a manner  that  would  intersect  the  mill  tailing  area  as 
suggested  by  this  comment. 

10.  Groundwater  monitoring  systems  are  designed  to  monitor  the  landfill  to  determine  if  the 
site  is  containing  any  leachate  that  may  be  generated.  Understanding  fracture  flow  will 
help  in  the  placement  of  monitoring  wells  that  will  detect  leakage  from  the  landfill  into 
the  groundwater  at  the  earliest  possible  point.  Groundwater  monitoring  wells  cannot  do 
anything  to  prevent  leachate  from  contaminating  groundwater.  The  site  design  proposes 
a liner  and  leachate  collection  system  that  is  designed  to  prevent  leachate  from  contam- 
inating groundwater.  In  the  event  that  groundwater  recovery  becomes  necessary,  a 
corrective  action  program,  including  pumping  of  extraction  wells  to  remove  the  ground- 
water,  will  be  implemented  in  accordance  with  current  regulations. 

11.  The  on-site  geologic  faults  act  as  partial  barriers  to  “flow”  across  them,  while  the 
surrounding  highly  fractured  bedrock  acts  as  a collector/conduit  for  groundwater.  The 
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faults  will  be  beneficial  to  the  groundwater  monitoring  system  by  being  “good”  locations 
for  the  drilling  of  monitoring  wells. 

12.  Please  refer  to  Response  0001-2  through  13. 

13.  Please  refer  to  Response  0001-2  through  13. 

14.  Please  refer  to  Response  0001-2  through  13. 

15.  Please  see  Response  0001-111  through  116.  Both  interim  and  ultimate  drainage  plans 
propose  that  storm  flows  will  be  routed  around  and  away  from  the  landfill,  the  existing 
fine  tailing  basins,  and  other  working  areas  so  as  to  allow  the  continued  operation  of  the 
site.  It  is  not  proposed  to  alter  the  drainage  in  a manner  that  would  intersect  the  mill 
tailing  area. 

16.  Please  refer  to  Response  0001-25. 

17.  See  Responses  000 1-111  through  116. 

18.  The  liner  will  be  designed  to  meet  the  minimum  standards  as  required  by  Title  23,  Chapter 
15.  As  a requirement  of  the  new  federal  EPA  regulations  and  RWQCB,  a composite 
liner  consisting  of  a low-permeability  soil  layer  and  a high  density  polyethylene  flexible 
membrane  will  be  placed  over  the  entire  area  underlying  refuse.  See  Section  II.B.l  of 
the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a description  of  the  modified  containment  system. 

1 9.  Surface  runoff  will  be  directed  away  from  active  landfill  areas.  Rain  falling  on  the  landfill 
sites  will  be  routed  to  detention  facilities,  treated,  and  tested  prior  to  release.  No  runoff 
from  active  landfill  sites  will  be  allowed  to  flow  into  the  East  Pit  or  to  mix  with  other 
natural  flows.  Additional  description  regarding  this  separation  is  provided  in  the  drain- 
age report,  which  is  included  in  Appendix  L of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

20.  See  Response  0157-64  above. 

21.  See  Responses  0001-10  through  16,  25  through  27,  111  through  1 16,  and  0073-2. 

22.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  wind  erosion  of  disturbed  areas  and  associated  air  quality 
mitigation  measures  and  concludes  that  particulate  emissions  (dust  particles)  from  wind 
erosion  are  expected  to  be  negligible  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  85-90  and  123-124).  Hot 
desert  conditions  will  prevail  at  the  landfill  site  for  about  six  months  of  the  year.  For  a 
detailed  discussion  of  odor  and  high  temperatures,  see  Response  0001-97. 
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23.  Potential  for  windblown  debris  and  dust  associated  with  the  proposed  landfill  operations 
is  addressed  in  Section  IV.J.4  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  design  features  listed  on  pages 
515  and  516  would  ensure  that  the  impacts  due  to  windblown  debris  and  dust  would  be 
below  a level  of  significance.  Typical  summer  storms  which  could  bring  torrential  rains 
and  strong  winds  would  be  anticipated  as  part  of  the  proposed  project’s  storm  watch/early 
warning  procedure  and  the  appropriate  procedures  would  be  implemented  (see  Response 
0159-22  above). 

24.  Odor  is  not  expected  to  represent  a significant  impact  provided  that  all  storage  and 
transport  containers  and  equipment  are  properly  cleaned  and  maintained  and  that  landfill 
operations  are  conducted  in  accordance  with  state  regulations.  For  a specific  discussion 
of  odor,  see  Response  0001-97. 

In  accordance  with  said  regulations,  transfer  stations  are  required  to  have  refuse  removed 
every  48  hours  or  in  accordance  with  an  approved  schedule.  All  containers  and  vehicles 
used  to  transport  solid  waste  are  required  to  be  maintained  in  a good  operating  condition 
which  avoids  odors  and  other  nuisances.  At  the  landfill  itself,  installation  of  daily  cover 
material,  washing  and  equipment  maintenance,  and  other  measures  to  avoid  odors  and 
nuisances  are  required  as  part  of  the  solid  waste  facilities  permit  Periodic  inspection  by 
the  Riverside  County  Department  of  Health  (the  Local  Enforcement  Agency)  will  insure 
that  these  conditions  are  followed.  Thus,  no  specific  mitigation  measures,  such  as  the 
use  of  chemical  or  physical  odor  suppressants,  are  deemed  necessary. 

25.  The  refuse  would  be  compacted  and  loaded  into  the  containers  at  the  transfer  station.  The 
closed  container  would  then  be  transported  to  the  container  handling  yard  and  brought 
to  the  face  of  the  landfill  by  self-dumping  container  handling  vehicles.  The  containers 
will  be  emptied  as  close  to  the  working  face  of  the  landfill  as  possible.  Crawler  tractors 
will  push  the  refuse  to  the  working  face  of  the  landfill  where  it  will  be  spread  and  densely 
compacted.  As  the  final  elevation  of  individual  cells  is  reached,  the  crawler  tractor  would 
roll  and  level  the  refuse,  and  the  cover  would  be  placed.  The  longest  possible  time  that 
refuse  could  be  left  uncovered  would  be  approximately  13  hours,  that  being  the  length 
of  the  daylight  hours  during  the  summer.  The  average  length  of  time  that  refuse  will  be 
uncovered  will  vary  depending  upon  the  infill  rate,  the  terrain  configuration  at  the  actual 
operating  face,  impending  weather,  and  other  operational  variables.  It  is  estimated  that 
this  period  would  be  6 to  7 hours. 

26.  An  earthquake  or  flood  which  destroys  a portion  of  railroad  track  which  sendees  the 
landfill  is  considered  a catastrophic  event  in  the  Health  and  Safety  section  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  Containers  en  route  to  Eagle  Mountain  containing  compacted  waste  could  be 
diverted  for  storage  at  the  MRF  or  transfer  station  of  origin  or  off-loaded  and  sent  to  other 
local  or  regional  landfills  while  the  track  is  repaired.  Prompt  rerouting  of  the  containers 
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would  mitigate  potential  odor  impacts  to  below  a level  of  significance.  For  a specific 
discussion  of  odor,  see  Response  0001-97. 

27.  The  requirements  set  by  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  (Title  14,  Section  17783.15) 
will  be  met  through  the  SCAQMD  air  quality  permitting  process.  As  discussed  in  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E,  pp.  102-103),  the  proposed  project  must  comply  with 
SCAQMD  Rule  1 150.1  and  with  Regulation  XIII.  District  Rule  1 150. 1 requires  that  the 
proposed  project  (a)  install  and  operate  a landfill  gas  collection  system,  (b)  limit  the 
average  concentration  of  organic  compounds  (such  as  methane)  at  the  surface  of  the 
landfill  to  50  ppm,  (c)  install  and  operate  an  ambient  monitoring  system  on  the  boundary 
of  the  landfill  to  determine  whether  or  not  there  is  off-site  migration  of  LFG,  and 
(d)  submit  a plan  to  the  SCAQMD  listing  mitigation  measures  to  be  implemented  if 
excessive  gas  concentrations  are  measured  at  the  boundary  of  the  landfill.  SCAQMD 
Regulation  XIII  requires  that  the  proposed  project,  including  the  landfill  gas  collection 
system,  install  and  operate  best  available  control  technology.  Air  quality  permits  issued 
under  SCAQMD  Regulation  XIII  will  specify  operating  and  emission  limits  for  the 
landfill  gas  collection  system.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  included  a description  of  the  LFG 
control  system  and  schematic  representations  of  the  relationship  between  the  collection 
system  and  other  structural  components  of  the  landfill.  A more  detailed  description  of 
the  landfill  gas  collection  system  will  be  approved  by  the  SCAQMD  as  part  of  their  permit 
process. 

28.  Mitigation  measures  to  control  ravens  can  be  found  in  Appendix  E,  pp.  83-84,  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  See  Response  0095-2b.  The  use  of  monofilament  line  to  control  seagulls  is 
not  deemed  necessary  because  seagulls  are  not  expected  at  the  site.  See  Response  0017-2. 
If  soil  cover  alone  does  not  control  insects  and  rodents,  a professional  pest  control 
company  will  be  hired.  The  operation  of  transport  vehicles  by  MRFs  must  meet  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  Title  14,  California  Code  of  Regulations  Sections  17312, 17331, 17341, 
and  17533.  Appendix  K of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  contains  the  Mitigation  and  Monitoring 
Implementation  Schedule  (MMIS),  including  measures  to  control  vectors.  The  updated 
Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program  is  provided  in  Section  II.C.  of  the  final 
EIS/EIR. 

29.  The  screening  of  refuse  for  hazardous  materials  will  occur  before  it  reaches  the  landfill. 
For  a description  of  this  process,  please  see  Response  0111-43.  Hazardous  wastes 
derived  at  the  landfill  or  recovered  during  random  inspections  would  be  removed  from 
the  site  to  a licensed  hazardous  waste  facility  by  a licensed  hazardous  waste  carrier  under 
manifest  as  required  by  law.  The  specific  carrier(s)  or  potential  disposal  sites  for  such 
materials  are  not  known  at  this  time  beyond  referring  to  a list  of  current  operators  and 
permitted  sites  in  California. 
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30.  See  Responses  0026-4, 0149-11,  and  0157-51  above.  Pages  142-143  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
discuss  the  potential  for  hazardous  wastes  in  the  solid  waste  stream.  The  California 
Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  estimated  that  household  hazardous  waste  com- 
prises less  than  0.5  percent  of  MSW  in  landfills  (1988).  Screening  by  the  sanitation 
districts,  however,  indicates  values  of  less  than  0.05  percent  of  household  hazardous 
waste  in  their  landfills  (1989).  All  of  these  reports  conclude  that  the  level  of  hazardous 
waste  in  the  MSW  going  to  landfills  is  very  small  and  that  these  small  amounts  are 
effectively  contained  by  the  much  larger  mass  of  nonhazardous  solid  waste.  More 
accurate  figures  of  quantities  of  household  hazardous  wastes  present  in  the  wastestream 
being  diverted  from  landfills  in  southern  California  will  not  be  available  until  the  effects 
of  AB  939  are  available. 

31.  See  Response  Oil  1-43  and  0002-8  for  a discussion  of  the  load-checking  program. 

32.  The  upper  surface  of  the  final  cover  will  be  designed  to  prevent  erosion  (page  73  of  draft 
EIS/EIR).  Also,  see  Response  0001-20  above.  The  drainage  plan  will  be  designed  to 
prevent  erosion.  The  drainage  report  is  contained  in  Appendix  L of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

33.  A drainage  report  is  included  in  Appendix  L of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  This  report  provides 
a hydrology  analysis  of  the  site  including  premining,  postmining,  interim,  and  ultimate 
hydrologic  conditions.  Preliminary  drainage  analysis  of  the  site  is  also  included  which 
locates  and  sizes  major  drainage  facilities. 

34.  See  Response  0001-4  above. 

35.  See  Responses  0159-32,  33,  and  34  above. 

36.  Mitigation  measures  are  incorporated  into  the  project  design  which  would  reduce  the 
potential  for  noise  impacts.  These  measures  can  be  found  on  pages  556  and  557  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR.  The  noise  technical  report  is  provided  in  Volume  n.  Appendix  H,  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR.  Measures  to  protect  workers  from  excessive  noise  levels  include  equip- 
ping all  on-site  equipment  with  mufflers,  enclosing  cabs  on  certain  pieces  of  equipment, 
and  providing  earplugs  to  equipment  operators  and  other  staff  potentially  exposed  to  high 
noise  levels.  Worker  safety  will  be  regulated  by  General  Industry  Safety  Orders  of  CAL 
OSHA  (Title  8,  Subchapter  7). 

37.  See  Response  0102-84. 

38.  See  Response  0026-3.  In  addition,  as  part  of  their  own  emergency  response  planning, 
MRC  would  maintain  adequate  staff  on-site  or  on  call  to  provide  clean-up  workers  to 
supplement  Southern  Pacific  workers  and  to  accomplish  trash  pickup  as  necessary.  This 
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provision,  in  conjunction  with  existing  response  plans,  would  provide  adequate  mitiga- 
tion for  the  potential  increase  in  accidents. 

39.  See  Response  0026-3  and  Table  10  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

40.  No  significant  truck  or  train  traffic  (accidents)  impact  is  identified  by  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
Appendix  K of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  contains  the  MMIS.  The  updated  Mitigation  Report- 
ing/Monitoring Program  is  provided  in  Section  II.C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

41.  See  Response  0021-25  above  and  pages  13-16  of  Appendix  B of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

42.  See  Responses  0026-41  and  0026-45. 

43.  All  refuse  transported  by  rail  will  be  placed  in  an  intermodal  transport  container  (40  x 8 
x 8 feet  in  size)  which  would  be  closed  to  avoid  spillage  and  odor  impacts.  The  rear 
closure  of  the  container  is  a tightly  fitting  latched  door  that  will  prevent  the  escape  of 
refuse.  The  closing  mechanism  on  each  container  will  be  sealed  to  prevent  unauthorized 
opening  and  to  ensure  that  the  latching  mechanism  is  firmly  engaged.  See  Responses 
0026-41  and  0026-45. 

44.  The  estimated  water  consumption  associated  with  the  landfill  operations  is  1 ,972  acre-feet 
per  year  (page  328  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  Based  on  an  operating  schedule  of  312  days 
per  year,  this  equates  to  6.32  acre-feet  per  day. 

45.  The  estimated  figure  of  1,972  acre-feet  per  year  of  water  presented  on  page  328  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  represents  the  usage  for  the  project  over  the  entire  life  of  the  project.  No 
increases  above  this  quantity  are  anticipated. 

46.  The  container  maintenance  facility  drainage  system  is  designed  to  be  self-contained  so 
that  all  of  the  wash  water  will  be  properly  treated  and  reused  for  additional  washing  and 
dust  abatement  (draft  EIS/EER,  page  4 1 ).  Other  water  conservation  measures  include  the 
paving  or  treatment  of  unpaved  road  surfaces  to  reduce  the  quantity  of  water  needed  to 
reduce  dust  emissions.  Leachate  recovered  from  the  landfill  will  be  treated  and  used  for 
dust  control  where  feasible  (page  65  of  draft  EIS/EIR).  The  natural  surface  drainage  will 
be  temporarily  impounded  prior  to  release.  This  water  may  also  be  recovered  for  use 
(see  the  drainage  report.  Appendix  L,  of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 

An  alternative  method  of  handling  leachate/condensate  will  be  to  collect  and  store  it  for 
off-site  treatment  and  disposal.  All  appropriate  regulations  for  the  handling  of  hazardous 
materials  will  be  observed. 
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47.  The  commenter  is  correct.  The  responsibility  for  implementing  diversion  and  recycling 
programs  in  order  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  AB  939  lies  with  appropriate  local 
jurisdictions.  The  recycling  process  will  be  implemented  via  source  separation  (i.e., 
curbside  recycling)  or  at  the  transfer  stations  and  MRFs  prior  to  refuse  being  transferred 
to  the  landfill,  depending  on  specific  programs  implemented  by  each  local  solid  waste 
agency.  Recycling  would  not  be  a part  of  the  landfill  operations. 

48.  See  Responses  0159-1  and  47  above. 

49.  As  explained  in  the  report  (pages  xx,  xxi,  and  13),  no  specific  transfer  stations  or  MRFs 
are  part  of  this  project  or  covered  by  this  EIS/EIR.  Also  explained  in  the  report  (page  150) 
was  the  use  of  a hypothetical  system  of  transfer  stations  for  the  purpose  of  analyzing 
transportation-related,  indirect  effects  of  the  project.  The  MRFs  for  which  this  comment 
requests  information  do  not  exist.  A general  description  of  the  operation  of  a typical 
transfer  station  or  MRF  is  provided  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  48-49).  See  Response 
0015-2  above. 

50.  See  Response  0159-49  above. 

5 1 . See  Response  0 1 59-49  above. 

52.  Environmental  documentation  for  each  transfer  station  or  MRF  should  include  this 
information,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  local  agency  with  responsibility.  This  comment 
does  not  relate  to  the  present  document,  however. 

53.  See  Response  0159-52  above. 

54.  Operational  standards  as  identified  by  state  regulations  must  be  addressed  in  various 
subsequent  permits  necessary  for  developing  and  operating  the  proposed  landfill.  These 
permits  are  noted  on  pages  xx,  xxi,  and  12  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Any  substantial  change 
in  the  project  would  require  subsequent  environmental  review,  at  which  conformance 
with  these  standards,  as  well  as  other  environmental  issues,  may  be  addressed. 

55.  Pages  73-74  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  specify  some  of  the  basic  conditions  necessary  for  a 
closure  plan  for  the  landfill.  These  include  certifying  the  availability  of  funds  for 
monitoring  and  maintenance  for  30  years  after  the  closure  of  the  landfill. 

As  part  of  the  post-closure  maintenance  program,  observations  will  be  performed  for  the 
final  cover,  vegetative  cover,  drainage  system,  final  grading,  and  environmental  control 
systems.  The  need  for  post-closure  maintenance  will  be  monitored  through  a quarterly 
site  review  program  planned  as  an  extension  of  the  existing  self-monitoring  program. 
MRC  will  be  responsible  for  all  aspects  of  post-closure  monitoring  and  controls. 
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56.  See  Response  0159-55  above. 

57.  A replacement  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program  has  been  prepared  and  is 
included  as  Section  II.C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

58.  This  comment  is  apparently  intended  as  a summary  of  issues  raised  earlier  in  the  same 
letter.  As  such,  responses  are  provided  above  at  Responses  159-10  through  21.  Mitiga- 
tion measures  associated  with  the  protection  of  water  quality  are  incorporated  in  the 
MMIS  (see  Section  II.C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 

59.  Waste  will  be  brought  to  the  landfill  in  closed  containers.  The  waste  will  have  been 
inspected  for  hazardous  materials  and  sorted  for  recyclables  at  a MRF  located  off-site. 
The  incentive  and  potential  for  illegal  dumping  will  occur  prior  to  the  waste  arriving  at 
a MRF,  not  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill.  The  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  will  not  be  open 
to  the  general  public.  Unauthorized  access  will  be  controlled  by  fencing  or  signage  along 
the  perimeter  of  the  site.  All  access  roads  will  be  equipped  with  lockable  gates. 
Unauthorized  entry  will  also  be  discouraged  by  the  topography  of  the  steep  hillside  slopes 
on  the  northern  and  southern  perimeters  and  by  the  elevation  differential  between  the 
base  and  the  crest  of  the  hills  on  the  east  perimeter.  Signs  will  be  posted  at  the  scale 
house  check  station  that  will  list  unacceptable  types  of  wastes  and  include  a warning 
about  the  random  load-checks. 

60.  During  the  post-closure  period,  the  site  is  to  be  used  for  nonirrigated  open  space. 
Irrigation  will  be  used  only  during  the  vegetation  establishment  period.  Any  changes  to 
this  use  must  be  approved  by  the  responsible  agencies  and  be  in  compliance  with  Title 
14CCR  17796. 

61.  See  Response  Number  159-1,  above. 

62.  See  response  Number  159-4,  above. 

63.  See  Response  0159-5. 

64.  See  Response  0159-6. 

65.  This  comment  is  apparently  intended  as  a summary  of  issues  raised  earlier  in  the  same 
letter.  As  such,  responses  are  provided  above  at  Responses  159-19  and  20. 

66.  See  Responses  0002-5  above. 

67.  Surface  runoff  will  be  directed  away  from  active  landfill  areas.  Rain  falling  on  the  landfill 
sites  will  be  routed  to  detention  facilities,  treated,  and  tested  prior  to  release.  No  runoff 
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from  active  landfill  sites  will  be  allowed  to  flow  into  the  East  Pit  or  to  mix  with  other 
natural  flows.  Additional  description  regarding  this  separation  is  provided  in  the  drain- 
age plan  (see  Appendix  L of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 

68.  See  Responses  0001-1 1 1 through  1 16,  0002-13,  and  0159-17  above. 

69.  See  Responses  0001-10,  11,  and  12  above. 

70.  See  Responses  0001-11 1 through  1 16,  0002-13,  and  0159-17.  The  East  Pit  is  currently 
used  as  a drainage  sump  for  runoff  in  Eagle  Creek,  as  indicated  on  page  192  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  The  East  Pit  will  continue  to  be  used  in  this  manner  until  the  development  of 
this  area  for  fill  operations  occurs,  as  stated  on  page  442  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Only 
uncontaminated  storm  water  runoff  will  be  allowed  into  the  East  Pit. 

7 1 . Operation  of  the  landfill  and  associated  equipment  will  be  in  accordance  with  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  Title  14,  California  Code  of  Regulations.  In  particular,  those  sections 
which  require  actions  to  prevent  the  harboring  of  flies,  birds,  and  vectors  will  be  observed. 
Methods  by  which  these  provisions  will  be  observed  include  the  closure  of  waste  in 
containers  during  transportation;  the  use  of  daily,  intermediate,  and  final  cover;  and  active 
control  measures  (pages  51,  57,  and  345  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 

72.  This  comment  is  apparently  intended  as  a summary  of  issues  raised  earlier  in  the  same 
letter.  As  such,  responses  are  provided  above  at  Responses  0159-32,  33,  and  34. 

73.  This  comment  is  apparently  intended  as  a summary  of  issues  raised  earlier  in  the  same 
letter.  As  such,  a response  is  provided  above  at  Responses  0159-36  above. 

74.  See  Responses  0159-37,  38,  and  39  above. 

75.  For  the  accident  record  of  Southern  Pacific,  see  Response  0102-84.  The  truck  transport 
will  be  contracted  by  the  MRFs  and,  as  such,  are  unknown  at  this  time. 

76.  Several  types  of  rail  cars  might  be  used  on  the  project.  All  are  of  a type  currently  in  use 
by  the  rail  companies  for  the  transport  of  containers.  Loaded  containers,  under  normal 
operations,  would  not  remain  idle  for  more  than  a few  hours,  depending  upon  operating 
schedule.  Loaded  containers  will  stand  at  the  MRF  or  container  marshalling  yard  during 
the  loading  or  unloading  of  a unit  train.  This  total  time  is  not  expected  to  exceed  five  to 
six  hours.  Loaded  trains  may  await  switching  at  Ferrum  Junction  for  two  to  six  hours, 
possibly  up  to  a day. 

77.  See  Response  0159-28  above. 
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78.  See  Response  0159-44  above. 

79.  The  project  does  not  propose  to  actively  participate  in  planned  programs  or  activities  to 
assess  waste  diversion  programs.  Rather,  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  will  not  accept 
refuse  that  does  not  comply  with  the  goals  of  AB  939.  See  Response  0027-28. 

80.  See  Response  0159-1  above. 

81.  The  updated  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program  is  contained  in  Section  II.C.  of 
the  final  EIS/EIR. 

82.  See  Responses  0159-6,  7,  and  8 above. 

83.  See  Response  0073-1  above. 

84.  See  Response  0002-4  above. 

85.  The  operations  phasing  plan  shows  that  the  west  end  of  the  East  Pit  will  be  utilized  for 
disposal  of  refuse  during  years  7-30  of  the  project.  The  east  end  of  the  East  Pit  will  not 
be  used  for  the  disposal  of  refuse  until  about  year  85  of  the  project  (see  Figures  18,  19, 
and  20  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 

86.  See  Responses  0002-4  and  5 above. 

87.  See  Responses  0002-4  and  5 above. 

88.  The  drainage  report  will  provide  a concept  for  ultimate  drainage  flow  after  completion 
of  the  landfill.  See  Response  0159-33  above. 

89.  As  discussed  in  Response  0159-27  above,  SCAQMD  Rule  1150.1  requires  that  the 
proposed  project  install  an  ambient  monitoring  system  at  the  boundary  of  the  landfill. 
As  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E,  pp.  81-84),  landfill  gas  will  be  collected 
and  piped  to  a combustion  system  for  incineration.  The  combustion  process  will  destroy 
the  trace  quantities  of  toxic  elements  contained  in  the  gas. 

As  stipulated  by  Assembly  Bill  2588  (the  “AirToxics  Hot  Spots  Program”),  the  proposed 
project  will  be  required  to  conduct  an  air  toxic  emissions  inventory.  This  inventory  will 
require  the  testing  of  the  landfill  gas  generated  at  the  facility  to  identify  and  quantify  the 
amount  of  toxic  constituents  in  the  gas.  If  the  toxic  emissions  inventory  results  in  the 
project  being  classified  as  a “high  priority  facility”  for  the  purposes  of  risk  screening, 
AB  2588  requires  that  the  project  then  conduct  a detailed  risk  assessment.  Therefore, 
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the  proposed  project  includes  a program  for  the  control  and  monitoring  of  hazardous  air 
pollutants,  as  required  by  existing  air  quality  regulations. 

90.  See  Responses  0002-4  and  5 and  0159-27  above. 

91.  This  comment  is  apparently  intended  as  a summary  of  issues  raised  earlier  in  the  same 
letter.  As  such,  a response  is  provided  above  at  Response  159-28  above. 

92.  See  Responses  0026-3  and  19,  01 18-14,  and  0109-1. 

93.  Because  the  refuse  will  be  loaded  in  containers,  there  will  not  be  a need  to  clean  the 
railcars.  The  maintenance  schedule  for  the  railcars  will  be  established  by  the  owner  or 
lessor,  but  normally,  general  inspections  are  conducted  weekly  with  major  overhauls 
being  performed  every  300,000  miles. 

94.  The  technical  data  necessary  to  permit  full  assessment  of  significant  environmental 
impacts  is  located  in  the  technical  appendixes  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  responses  to 
public  comment  letters  attempt  to  direct  the  reader  to  information  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
or  the  final  EIS/EIR  which  contains  an  errata  section,  a list  of  minor  project  changes,  and 
supplementary  information  requested  by  various  public  commenters.  Otherwise,  the 
responses  attempt  to  explain  why  the  requested  information  is  not  available  or  not 
required  for  approval  by  the  lead  agencies  for  the  proposed  project. 

95.  The  above  responses  to  this  comment  letter  attempt  to  direct  the  commenter  to  the 
requested  information  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  or  the  final  EIS/EIR.  As  such,  the  requested 
subsequent  review  period  is  not  deemed  necessary. 

96.  The  final  EIS/EIR  will  be  available  30  days  for  review  prior  to  the  final  approval  by  the 
BLM  and  is  noticed  in  the  Federal  Register. 

DOCUMENT  0160  Letter  from  City  of  La  Quinta,  September  13, 1991 

1 . See  Response  002 1 -27. 

2.  See  Response  0026-64. 

3.  The  Proposed  Action  with  Rail  Access  Only  alternative  would  eliminate  the  trucking 
component  of  the  project  entirely.  This  alternative  is  described  on  page  75  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  The  impacts  associated  with  this  alternative  are  described  for  each  issue  in  the 
Environmental  Consequences  section  starting  on  page  317.  It  should  be  noted  that  since 
the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  proposed  project  has  been  modified  to  reduce 
truck  traffic  to  the  project  site  from  200  to  100  round  trips  daily  and  in  three  years  to 


416 


Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  EIS/EIR 


DOCUMENT  0160 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


DOCUMENT  0160 


eliminate  all  but  those  trucks  serving  the  desert  cities  (not  to  exceed  100).  Details  of  the 
modified  project  are  contained  in  Section  II. B. 2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

4.  The  mitigation  measures  for  PM  10  emissions  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (see 
Appendix  E,  pp.  105-131).  See  Response  0117-4  for  a comparison  between  the  mitiga- 
tion measures  recommended  under  the  Coachella  Valley  PM  10  Plan  and  the  measures 
included  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Table  FEIR-AQ-2  contained  in  Appendix  M,  Attachment 
2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR  shows  a comparison  between  the  mitigation  measures  recom- 
mended in  the  Coachella  V alley  PM  1 0 Plan  and  those  included  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The 
table  also  includes  comments  explaining  why  some  mitigation  measures  are  not  deemed 
applicable  to  or  not  feasible  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  project. 

5.  The  operators  of  the  MRFs  will  be  responsible  for  enacting  the  requirements  of  AB  939. 

6.  A portion  of  the  revenues  received  would  be  allocated  to  supervisorial  districts  within 
the  county  of  Riverside.  The  expenditure  of  these  host  community  fees  will  be  dictated 
by  the  County  of  Riverside  as  deemed  appropriate  by  the  County.  See  the  Socioeconomic 
section  (IV.H.2)  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  for  details  of  the  memorandum  of  understanding 
between  MRC  and  the  County  of  Riverside. 

7.  See  Responses  0001-25  and  0002-4  for  the  proposed  measures  to  protect  groundwater 
quality.  A detailed  description  of  the  proposed  groundwater  monitoring  system  is 
described  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  46,  59-60,  73,  104,  121,  124,  127,  132,  and 
322-323).  All  groundwater  monitoring  of  wells  will  be  conducted  quarterly  and  through- 
out the  life  of  the  landfill.  Water  samples  will  be  tested  for  levels  of  constituents  as  set 
by  the  RWQCB.  Water  level  measurements  and  water  quality  analysis  will  be  reported 
on  a quarterly  basis  as  set  by  CCR  Title  23,  Chapter  15,  Article  5,  Sections  2555  and 
2559.  Since  the  results  of  the  monitoring  will  be  public  information,  it  will  be  available 
to  the  City  and  Coachella  Valley  Association  of  Governments  if  desired.  Also,  see 
Response  0002-5. 

8.  Operators  and  haulers  are  required  to  carry  liability  insurance  against  accidents.  MRC 
will  fund  additional  adequate  insurance  for  the  cleanup  and  environmental  response  to 
potential  accidental  spills.  Also,  see  Response  0109-1. 

9.  It  is  unclear  what  is  meant  by  “alternate  forms  of  transportation.”  The  draft  EIS/EIR 
discusses  mitigation  measures  associated  with  truck  and  rail  transport  in  Appendix  E,  pp. 
105-121.  Due  to  the  lack  of  suitable  waterways  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  landfill, 
waste  transport  by  ship  or  barge  would  be  infeasible.  Due  to  cost  and  safety  concerns, 
waste  transport  by  air  would  also  be  infeasible.  If  the  comment  is  referring  to  the 
electrification  of  landfill  equipment  or  the  railway,  please  refer  to  Response  0003-44. 
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DOCUMENT  0161  Letter  from  City  of  Palm  Desert,  September  23, 1991 

1.  Pages  73-74  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  specify  some  of  the  basic  conditions  necessary  for  a 
closure  plan  for  the  landfill.  These  include  certifying  the  availability  of  funds  for 
monitoring  and  maintenance  for  30  years  after  the  closure  of  the  landfill.  MRC  will  be 
responsible  for  all  aspects  of  post-closure  monitoring  and  controls.  The  closure  and 
post-closure  costs  will  be  formatted  according  to  Title  14  of  the  California  Code  of 
Regulations  and  will  include  a letter  of  credit  which  is  a demonstration  of  financial 
responsibility  for  closure  and  post-closure  costs  and  a financial  means  test  and  guarantee 
demonstrating  responsibility  for  closure  of  the  site. 

2.  See  Response  109-1. 

3.  Please  refer  to  Response  0033-8.  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  has  been  revised  in  the  final 
EIS/EIR  to  include  a feasibility  study  to  evaluate  the  potential  for  use  of  diesel  engines 
with  selective  catalytic  reduction  (SCR)  or  natural  gas  fuels  to  reduce  emissions  from 
Eagle  Mountain  railway  locomotives.  The  revised  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  includes  a 
specific  timetable  for  conducting  the  feasibility  study.  A comparison  of  the  emissions 
from  the  uncontrolled  diesel-fired,  mitigated  diesel-fired,  and  natural  gas-fired  Eagle 
Mountain  railway  locomotives  is  shown  on  Table  FEIR-AQ-15  of  the  final  EIS/EIR 
(Attachment  2 of  Appendix  M).  MRC  has  no  control  over  the  Southern  Pacific  main 
line  electrification. 

4.  Project  compliance  with  the  SCAQMD  New  Source  Review  requirements  is  discussed 
in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  102-105).  The  need  for  emissions  offsets  is 
discussed  in  this  section  as  well.  Discussions  with  SCAQMD  Engineering  Division  staff 
indicate  that  emission  offsets  will  be  required  for  emissions  from  stationary  equipment 
and  from  mobile  equipment  associated  with  the  stationary  sources.  District  regulations 
do  not  require  offsets  as  suggested  by  the  commenter.  These  offsets  are  emission 
reductions  calculated  in  accordance  with  precise  regulatory  procedures,  and  neither 
CEQA  nor  NEPA  require  the  provision  of  offsets.  Rather,  CEQA  and  NEPA  require  (a) 
an  accurate  assessment  of  the  air  quality  impacts  associated  with  a proposed  project,  (b) 
a determination  as  to  whether  or  not  the  project  impacts  are  significant,  and  (c)  the  use 
of  all  practical  mitigation  measures  in  order  to  reduce  significant  impacts.  The  draft 
EIS/EIR  complies  with  these  requirements. 

5.  Please  refer  to  0015-2. 

6.  As  stated  on  pages  31,  39,  and  46  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  during  Phase  I operations,  one 
train  per  day  would  enter  the  landfill  site.  This  train  would  use  the  existing  Eagle 
Mountain  rail  line  to  reach  the  Phase  I container  handling  yard.  When  the  amount  of 
refuse  exceeds  one  train  per  day,  train  transport  would  be  shifted  to  the  Phase  II  container 
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handling  yard.  This  area  of  the  landfill  would  be  accessed  by  the  new  rail  spur.  A 
maximum  of  six  trains  per  day  would  be  permitted  during  Phase  II  operations. 

7.  Each  container  of  waste  shipped  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  will  be  identified  by 
source  (MRF  or  transfer  station)  and  weight.  This  same  mechanism  will  be  used  to  ensure 
that  the  20,000  tpd  of  waste  limit  is  not  exceeded.  It  is  important  to  note  that  20,000  tpd 
of  waste  is  not  expected  for  approximately  10  years,  allowing  adequate  time  to  develop 
an  efficient  and  effective  mechanism  of  identifying  the  source  and  weight  of  incoming 
waste.  The  Local  Enforcement  Agency  (Riverside  County  Department  of  Health)  will 
be  responsible  for  ensuring  that  the  maximum  allowable  volume  per  day  is  not  exceeded. 

8.  The  intrinsic  moisture  content  of  the  refuse  is  characterized  by  the  draft  EIS/EIR  on  pages 
58-59  and  318.  Precluding  liquid  refuse  from  the  waste  stream  reduces  moisture  content 
and  consequently  the  potential  for  leachate.  Little  or  no  leachate  is  expected  in  this 
landfill,  thereby  reducing  the  potential  for  groundwater  pollution  to  a level  below 
significant. 

9.  The  landfill  gas  collection  system  is  described  on  pages  70-72  and  Section  IV. B. 2 of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR.  Methane  gas  would  not  be  stored.  Instead,  LFG  will  be  collected  in  a 
series  pipes  through  the  use  of  a vacuum  pump  and  incinerated  in  a thermal  combustion 
unit. 

10.  Effects  on  the  air  quality  in  the  Coachella  Valley  are  discussed  in  Response  0003-33. 

11.  We  presume  that  the  “gas  leaks”  referred  to  in  this  comment  mean  LFG  migration  into 
structures  on  or  near  the  landfill.  Structures  in  the  town  of  Eagle  Mountain  would  not 
be  affected  by  LFG  migration  due  to  their  distance  from  the  refuse  mass  and  implementa- 
tion of  the  mitigation  measures  discussed  on  pages  336-338  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
Specific  monitoring  well  design  specifications  would  be  subject  to  approval  of  the 
Riverside  County  Department  of  Health  as  part  of  the  solid  waste  facilities  permit.  An 
adequate  method  for  identifying  the  presence  of  LFG  to  inhabitants  of  monitored 
structures  will  be  necessary  to  make  the  mitigations  work. 

12.  Although  the  proposed  project  is  planned  to  have  a life  in  excess  of  100  years,  standard 
design  practice  and  most  regulatory  agencies  only  require  drainage  designs  based  on  a 
100-year  storm.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  drainage  facilities  at  Eagle  Mountain  will  be 
sized  to  accommodate  100-year  storm  flows  for  the  most  critical  events  ranging  from  1-, 
3-,  6-,  and  24-hour  duration  storms.  In  addition,  a 500-year  frequency  standard  will  be 
adopted  for  review  of  channel  freeboard  design.  For  given  areas,  the  intensity,  duration, 
and  frequency  of  rainfall  has  been  long  charted  and  analyzed  in  accordance  with  approved 
statistical  methods.  The  recurrence  interval  of  any  storm  event  is  the  reciprocal  of  its 
annual  probability.  A 100-year  storm  event  is  a level  of  expected  rainfall  intensity  which 
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has  a chance  to  be  reached  or  exceeded  on  the  average  of  once  in  100  years.  In  any  one 
year,  the  probability  of  exceeding  this  level  of  precipitation  is  one  percent.  Mathemati- 
cally, a 200-  or  300-year  storm  event  generates  only  very  slightly  more  rainfall  than  a 
100-year  storm  event. 

13.  The  thickness  of  the  daily  cover  would  be  a minimum  of  six  inches.  The  draft  EIS/EIR 
states  that  the  final  cover  will  be  designed  in  accordance  with  Title  23,  CCR,  Chapter  15. 
The  final  cover,  having  a minimum  thickness  of  four  feet,  would  consist  of  a two-foot 
foundation  layer,  a one-foot  barrier  layer,  and  a one-foot  vegetative  layer  (draft  EIS/EIR, 
page  73).  The  design  of  the  daily  and  final  cover  would  meet  the  performance  goals  as 
outlined  in  Title  23,  CCR,  Chapter  14.  As  such,  the  standards  are  considered  adequate. 

14.  Refuse  destined  for  landfilling  at  Eagle  Mountain  must  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
AB  939,  the  “Recycling  Bill.”  Such  compliance  means  that  the  refuse  has  been  subjected 
to  an  inspection  program  for  the  removal  of  recyclables  and  hazardous  materials.  See 
Response  0 1 1 1-43  for  a description  of  this  process.  If  refuse  does  not  comply,  it  will  not 
be  taken  to  Eagle  Mountain.  If  rail-based  MRFs  are  not  approved,  it  is  anticipated  that 
approved  refuse  will  still  be  brought  to  the  landfill  by  truck.  Load-checking  of  incoming 
refuse  would  occur  at  the  transfer  station  and  MRFs  to  remove  hazardous  materials.  Each 
transfer  station  and  MRF  would  initiate  their  own  load-checking  program  as  required 
under  the  facility  permit  and  is  not  part  of  the  proposed  project.  However,  as  part  of  the 
proposed  project,  MRC  would  institute  a periodic  inspection  program  to  monitor  the 
continued  compliance  and  effectiveness  of  the  load-checking  programs.  Compliance 
with  the  standards  of  removal  will  be  enforced  by  on-site  inspectors  directed  by  and  with 
the  authority  of  the  Local  Enforcement  Agency  (Riverside  County  Department  of 
Health). 

15.  See  Response  0001-25. 

16.  Both  the  local  and  regional  growth-inducing  impacts  of  the  project  are  addressed  in 
Section  IV. H.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

17.  The  project  includes  a General  Plan  Amendment  to  replace  current  land  use  designations 
of  Mineral  Resources,  Desert  areas,  Mountainous  areas,  and  Areas  Not  Designated  as 
Open  Space  with  an  SP  designation  supported  by  the  SP  exhibits  and  text.  A rezone  will 
be  required  also.  These  measures  are  discussed  on  pages  31-33  and  437-438  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  and  bring  the  proposal  into  compliance  with  the  Riverside  County  General  Plan. 

18.  A detailed  discussion  of  project  impacts  to  Nelson’s  bighorn  sheep  can  be  found  in  both 
the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pp.  452-457)  and  Appendix  F (pp.  52-54,  71-72,  79,  81,  and  84-85). 
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19.  Daily  trash  burial  and  fencing  of  the  active  portion  of  the  landfill  should  reduce  the 
likelihood  of  significant  increases  in  coyotes.  Any  increases  are  likely  to  be  localized 
around  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  landfill.  See  Response  0147-17.  The  creation  of 
new  bighorn  sheep  water  sources  away  from  the  landfill  should  decrease  the  chances  for 
coyote  impacts  to  sheep. 

20.  The  project  does  create  habitat  through  the  creation  of  additional  water  sources.  Habitat 
is  not  just  vegetation  but  all  elements  necessary  to  a species’  survival.  Without  the  new 
water  sources,  the  sheep  are  excluded  from  using  large  areas  of  otherwise  suitable  areas 
in  the  Eagle  Mountains  on  a year-round  basis. 

21.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  449-45 1 ) recommends  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  impacts 
to  sensitive  species;  for  example,  barrier-culvert  systems  to  prevent  loss  of  desert  tortoises 
to  truck  and  train  traffic,  a raven  control  program,  and  creation  of  new  water  sources  for 
bighorn  sheep.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  also  proposes  to  compensate  for  the  loss  of  tortoise 
habitat  through  purchase  and  preservation  of  habitat  off-site.  See  Section  II. C.  of  the 
final  EIS/EIR  for  a list  of  these  mitigation  measures.  The  monitoring  programs  are 
recommended  to  assess  what  level  of  mitigation  is  necessary  for  each  species  and 
implement  the  mitigation  program  that  is  most  effective,  both  in  terms  of  species 
protection  and  implementation.  It  is  not  understood  what  is  meant  by  “what  if’  occur- 
rences. 

22.  It  is  believed  that  sufficient  information  is  presented  to  assess  the  significance  of  impacts. 
In  certain  instances,  monitoring  will  be  necessary  to  estimate  impacts  and  implement  the 
appropriate  mitigation  measures. 

23.  No  scientific  studies  have  been  conducted  on  the  effectiveness  of  a culvert  system  in 
avoiding  desert  tortoise  train-kills.  Tortoises  are  known  to  use  culverts.  Several  options 
are  being  considered  for  eliminating  train-kills.  One  is  a barrier  system  and  the  other  is 
monitoring  the  rail  line  before  each  train  trip  and  removing  any  tortoises  on  the  tracks. 
The  exact  mitigation  program  is  outlined  in  the  Biological  Assessment  prepared  for  the 
Section  7 consultation  as  required  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (see  Appendix  N of 
the  final  EIS/EIR). 

24.  The  project  will  be  conditioned  to  have  all  waste  handled  through  a MRF  or  transfer 
station  prior  to  being  hauled  by  truck  or  rail  to  the  landfill. 

25.  It  is  true  that  only  a small  percentage  of  waste  is  handled  through  MRFs  in  the  southern 
California  area  and  that  the  project  does  not  include  developing  any  MRFs.  However, 
it  is  felt  that  by  the  time  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  is  operating,  an  adequate  number  of 
MRFs  will  have  been  completed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  AB  939  and  the  condition 
required  of  the  proposed  project  (see  Response  0161-24  above)  will  be  able  to  be  met. 
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If  MRFs  are  not  developed  prior  to  the  operation  of  the  proposed  project,  operation  of 
the  landfill  cannot  occur. 

26.  The  proposed  project  does  not  include  any  composting.  All  trash  sent  to  Eagle  Mountain 
must  have  been  processed  by  a MRF  which  includes  the  removal  of  green  waste. 

27.  Section  II.B.2  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  contains  a discussion  of  how  the  truck  portion  of  the 
proposed  action  has  been  modified.  After  three  years,  no  trucks  will  be  allowed  to  haul 
trash  from  outside  the  desert  communities.  Trucks  would  be  allowed  to  haul  trash  from 
the  Coachella  Valley. 

28.  See  Responses  0003-30,  31,  32,  33,  and  34. 

29.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  No 
response  is  necessary. 

30.  The  development  agreement  approved  by  the  Riverside  County  Board  of  Supervisors  will 
identify  where  revenues  from  the  tipping  fee  agreement  are  to  be  spent. 

31.  The  project  will  be  conditioned  to  accept  all  mitigation  measures  set  by  the  SCAQMD. 
See  Response  0003-44  for  a discussion  of  electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line. 

32.  See  Response  0161  -30  above. 

DOCUMENT  0162  Letter  from  Southern  California  Edison  Company,  October  8, 

1991 

1.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  No 
response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0163  Letter  from  City  of  Ontario,  September  23, 1991 

1 . The  proposed  action  is  expected  to  be  capable  of  accepting  up  to  six  unit  trains  per  day 
at  the  container  handling  yard.  To  transport  the  amounts  of  solid  waste  from  the 
geographic  areas  assumed  for  the  analysis,  an  average  of  4.7  shipments  per  day  will  be 
required  when  the  project  is  operating  at  full  capacity.  Based  on  this  description  and 
counting  return  trips  for  the  trains,  an  average  of  9.4  trains  per  day  will  utilize  the  primary 
rail  segment  (with  a maximum  number  of  12  trains  per  day  on  a round-trip  basis),  with 
fewer  trains  on  each  of  the  secondary  segments.  Proponents  of  the  proposed  action  will 
arrange  scheduling  of  refuse  unit  trains  with  Southern  Pacific  on  a contractual  basis  to 
prevent  any  conflict  between  ongoing  rail  operations  and  trains  being  utilized  for  the 
landfill  project.  In  summary,  the  project-related  usage  of  rail  transport  is  expected  to 
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have  a minimal  effect  on  the  rail  lines  and  surrounding  infrastructure.  The  draft  EIS/EIR 
(pages  357  and  361)  concludes  that  no  significant  impacts  have  been  identified  for  rail 
operations  or  at-grade  crossings,  and  thus,  no  mitigation  is  necessary. 

2.  Subsequent  to  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  MRC  has  proposed  to  limit  truck  traffic 
to  100  loads  of  waste  per  day.  This  is  a reduction  by  one-half  in  the  proposed  action  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR.  See  Section  II. B. 2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR  for  a discussion  of  this  project 
modification.  After  three  years,  this  truck  traffic  would  be  limited  to  originating  from 
the  desert  cities  only.  In  other  words,  no  truck  traffic  would  originate  from  Ontario  after 
three  years  of  the  commencement  of  the  project.  At  this  time,  it  is  not  possible  to 
speculate  about  the  truck  traffic  through  Ontario.  It  is  important  to  note  that  the  maximum 
tonnage  per  day  is  not  likely  to  be  reached  for  10  years. 

3.  If  any  MRF  is  proposed  for  the  city  of  Ontario,  it  would  require  environmental  documen- 
tation and  permit  approval  by  the  City  prior  to  its  operation. 

DOCUMENT  0164  Letter  from  The  Desert  Protective  Council,  Inc.,  September  22, 
1991 

la.  Mitigation  measures  are  fully  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (see  Appendix  E,  pp. 
105-131),  so  it  is  not  clear  which  alternatives  the  commenter  is  referring  to.  In  general, 
alternative  fuels  do  not  result  in  inherently  lower  emission  levels.  For  on-highway 
vehicles,  California’s  low-emission  vehicle  regulations  and  the  corresponding  require- 
ments of  SCAQMD  Rule  1601  achieve  the  objectives  of  what  are  popularly  referred  to 
as  “alternative  fuels.”  While  alternative  fuels  may  be  used  to  comply  with  these 
regulations,  they  are  not  essential,  nor  do  they  provide  any  air  quality  benefits  as 
compared  with  “traditional”  fuels  used  to  satisfy  the  same  regulations.  The  California 
and  the  SCAQMD  low-emission  vehicle  programs  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
(Appendix  E,  pp.  107-108). 

For  locomotives  and  landfill  equipment,  alternative  fuels  may  provide  air  quality 
benefits.  Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  (such  as 
methanol,  natural  gas,  or  liquefied  petroleum  gas)  as  well  as  electricity  for  locomotives 
(pp.  115-117)  and  for  landfill  equipment  (pp.  120-121).  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-16 
states  that  wherever  available,  electric  versions  of  landfill  equipment  including  overhead 
cranes,  crushers,  conveyors,  and  pugmills  will  be  used.  Where  not  available,  alternative- 
fuel  technology  will  be  used  depending  on  air  permitting  standards. 

In  addition,  as  discussed  in  Response  01 64- la,  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  has  been 
revised  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  to  include  a feasibility  study  to  evaluate  the  potential  for  use 
of  selective  catalytic  reduction  (SCR)  or  natural  gas  fuels  to  reduce  emissions  from  the 
Eagle  Mountain  railway  locomotives.  See  the  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Pro- 
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gram  in  Section  II.C.  (Air  Quality)  for  more  details  of  the  mitigation  measure.  Electri- 
fication of  this  equipment  would  reduce  the  emissions  associated  with  landfill  equipment 
by  approximately  five  percent.  The  actual  emissions  reductions  associated  with  these 
measures  are  shown  in  Table  FEIR-AQ-4,  included  in  Appendix  M (Attachment  2)  of 
the  final  EIS/EIR. 

No  qualification  of  air  quality  benefits  from  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  in  landfill 
equipment  is  possible  at  the  present  time,  because  no  alternative-fueled  engines  are 
available  for  the  types  of  equipment  expected  to  be  used  in  the  Eagle  Mountain  project. 

lb.  SCAQMD  rules  require  that  a landfill  gas  disposal  system  be  installed.  Rule  1150.1 
(c)(7)  requires  that  the  landfill  gas  collected  by  the  control  system  be  disposed  of  by  any 
of  the  following  methods,  which  have  been  demonstrated  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
district’s  executive  officer  to  achieve  maximum  possible  efficiency:  (a)  combustion, 
(b)  gas  treatment  and  subsequent  sale,  (c)  sale  and  processing  off-site,  and  (d)  other 
equivalent  methods. 

In  the  initial  stages  of  the  landfill,  there  is  really  no  alternative  to  flaring  as  a method  of 
disposal.  It  is  not  possible  to  utilize  landfill  gas  generated  during  the  early  years  of  the 
landfill  for  cogeneration  because,  during  those  early  years,  the  LFG  would  not  contain 
enough  methane  to  sustain  combustion.  That  is,  the  energy  content  of  the  gas  is  not  high 
enough  to  make  treatment,  energy  recovery,  and  sale  of  energy  physically  and  econom- 
ically feasible.  As  required  by  the  regulations,  whatever  gaseous  compound  is  generated 
has  to  be  collected,  augmented  with  natural  gas  or  propane,  and  then  flared.  The 
transition  point  where  a landfill  can  change  from  flaring  to  energy  recovery  is  not 
determined  solely  by  the  energy  content  of  the  LFG  produced.  After  a certain  period  of 
time,  there  would  be  enough  methane  in  the  LFG  to  sustain  combustion,  but  by  that  time, 
substantial  amounts  of  money  will  have  been  invested  in  the  installation  and  upkeep  of 
the  flare  system.  An  additional  complication  is  presented  by  the  future  need  for  add-on 
NOx  controls  for  the  LFG  combustion  system.  NOx  control  devices  have  not  been 
specifically  developed  for  LFG  flares  yet.  Thus,  the  question  may  not  be  how  much  LFG 
is  needed  to  justify  the  capital  cost  to  develop  a new  system  of  cogeneration,  but  how 
much  LFG  will  generate  enough  NOx  emissions  that  would  require  add-on  NOx  controls. 

Incidentally,  it  must  be  noted  that  these  LFG  “flares”  are  not  flares  in  the  sense  that  one 
sees  natural  gas  being  “flared”  at  oil  fields.  The  LFG  flare  is  a combustion  chimney  in 
which  the  actual  combustion  occurs  inside  the  chamber.  There  is  no  open  flame  or  soot 
producing  visible  pollution  plumes. 

2.  The  comment  is  unclear.  Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  includes  a thorough  discussion 
of  all  potential  mitigation  measures  and  their  feasibility  on  pages  105-131.  Appendix  E 
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(pp.  147-210)  also  includes  an  analysis  of  project  alternatives  and  of  the  emissions  that 
would  result  if  each  alternative  were  implemented  with  and  without  mitigation. 

3.  The  comment  is  incorrect.  The  air  emissions  estimates  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  and  the 
Southern  Pacific  railroads  included  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  were  calculated  using  emission 
factors  for  General  Electric  and  Electromotive  Division  diesel  locomotives.  These  two 
companies  build  most  of  the  diesel  locomotives  in  use  in  the  United  States  today. 

4.  Suggested  mitigation  measures  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway  are  discussed  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  125-126).  The  measures  include  the  use  of  on-highway 
motor  vehicle  diesel  fuel  and  the  use  of  low  NOx  diesel  engines.  In  addition,  as  discussed 
in  Response  01 64- la,  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS/EIR 
to  include  a feasibility  study  to  evaluate  the  potential  for  use  of  selective  catalytic 
reduction  (SCR)  or  natural  gas  fuels  to  reduce  emissions  from  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway 
locomotives. 

Electrification  of  the  Southern  Pacific  main  line  was  not  evaluated  as  a mitigation 
measure  because  neither  the  project  applicant  nor  the  lead  agencies  nor  any  responsible 
agency  would  have  the  authority  to  implement  or  require  such  a mitigation  measure  for 
this  project.  While  at  the  present  time  both  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  and  the 
South  Coast  AQMD  are  exploring  ways  to  reduce  locomotive  emissions,  including 
options  for  electrification  of  the  Southern  Pacific  main  line,  the  effects  of  such  potential 
regulations  are  at  this  time  considered  remote  and  speculative. 

5.  The  context  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  being  misread.  Page  385  does  not  “discard’'  (that  is, 
eliminate  from  further  consideration)  the  use  of  alternative  fuel-burning  locomotive 
engines.  The  text  merely  explains  that  using  such  fuels  is  infeasible  at  the  present  time 
because  no  locomotive  engines  using  said  fuels  are,  as  of  1991,  commercially  available. 
This  does  not  contradict  the  discussion  of  alternative  fuels  in  Appendix  E (pp.  115-116), 
which,  in  fact,  concludes  that  “no  locomotive  engines  using  these  fuels  are  presently 
available.”  Nowhere  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  neither  in  the  main  body  of  the  document  nor 
in  the  technical  study,  is  it  said  or  implied  that  there  are  now  commercially  available 
locomotive  engines  using  alternative  fuels  but  that  their  use  is  being  “discarded”  or 
rejected  by  the  Eagle  Mountain  project.  Alternative  fuels  for  the  rail  line  will  be 
constantly  evaluated  as  new  technology  is  developed.  This  commitment  to  evaluate  the 
feasibility  of  using  alternative  fuels  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  is  reflected  in  the 
revision  to  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-9  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  to  include  a feasibility  study 
of  the  potential  use  of  selective  catalytic  reduction  (SCR)  or  natural  gas  fuels  to  reduce 
emissions  from  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway  locomotives. 

6.  Again,  the  context  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  being  misread.  Appendix  E (pp.  115-116) 
explains  that  there  is  a large  number  of  high-powered,  medium-  speed,  lean-bum  engines 
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using  natural  gas  and  other  alternative  fuels  which  are  presently  in  use  in  stationary 
applications  (such  as  emergency  electric  generators  or  compressor  engines).  The  text 
explicitly  states  that  “no  locomotive  [emphasis  added]  engines  using  these  [alternative] 
fuels  are  presently  available.”  A discussion  of  two  possible  approaches  to  develop 
spark-ignition  natural  gas  engines  for  use  in  locomotives  is  included.  There  is  more  to 
making  this  alternative-fuels  technology  work  than  just  engine  replacement,  even  though 
there  may  be  good  candidate  engines  for  said  replacement.  Fuel  storage  and  transfer 
must  also  be  considered.  Thus,  the  analysis  concludes  that  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  in 
locomotive  engines  must  be  evaluated  further.  As  discussed  in  Response  01 64- la,  4, 
and  5,  MRC  will  be  required  to  evaluate  the  feasibility  of  using  alternative  fuels  for  the 
Eagle  Mountain  rail  line.  This  commitment  is  reflected  in  the  revision  to  Mitigation 
Measure  AQ-9  in  the  final  EIS/EIR  to  include  a feasibility  study  of  the  potential  use  of 
selective  catalytic  reduction  (SCR)  or  natural  gas  fuels  to  reduce  emissions  from  the  Eagle 
Mountain  railway  locomotives. 

7.  A comparison  of  the  emission  factors  and  emission  rates  for  the  uncontrolled  diesel-fired, 
mitigated  diesel-fired,  and  natural  gas-fired  Eagle  Mountain  railway  locomotives  is 
shown  on  Table  FEIR-AQ-15  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  (Attachment  2 of  Appendix  M). 

Railway  electrification  is  discussed  in  Appendix  E (pp.  1 16-117).  Future  electrification 
of  the  52-mile  stretch  of  track  between  Ferrum  Junction  and  the  landfill  site  was  discussed 
in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  as  potentially  feasible.  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-10  requires  the 
preparation  of  a feasibility  analysis  of  electrification  at  such  time  as  there  is  sufficient 
landfill  gas.  Electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  is  not  considered  feasible  at 
this  time  because  of  the  steep  grades  and  several  major  turns  in  the  rail  line  (page  386  of 
the  draft  EIS/EIR).  Also,  the  costs  and  physical  disturbance  necessary  for  the  installation 
of  the  catenary  cable  power  system  reduce  the  feasibility  of  this  measure.  The  continued 
review  of  the  feasibility  of  electrification  of  the  railway  is  part  of  the  project’s  mitigation 
measures.  The  electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway  will  be  evaluated  when 
sufficient  landfill  gas  is  generated  to  provide  the  required  electrical  energy.  Table 
FEIR-AQ-5  Appendix  M,  Attachment  2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR)  shows  the  reductions  in 
locomotive-generated  emissions  which  could  be  achieved  if  electrification  of  the  Eagle 
Mountain  rail  line  is  found  to  be  feasible. 

Electrification  of  the  Southern  Pacific  main  line  was  not  evaluated  as  a mitigation 
measure  because  neither  the  project  applicant  nor  the  lead  agencies  nor  any  responsible 
agency  would  have  the  authority  to  implement  or  require  such  a mitigation  measure  for 
this  project.  While  at  the  present  time  both  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  and  the 
South  Coast  AQMD  are  exploring  ways  to  reduce  locomotive  emissions,  including 
options  for  electrification  of  the  Southern  Pacific  main  line,  the  effects  of  such  potential 
regulations  are  at  this  time  considered  remote  and  speculative. 
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8.  The  fuel  consumption  rate  for  rail  transport  shown  on  Table  51  (page  575)  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  is  incorrect.  The  correct  diesel  fuel  consumption  associated  with  rail  transport 
is  21,404  gallons  per  day  rather  than  10,425  gallons  per  day,  as  noted  in  Section  VI  of 
the  final  EIS/EIR. 

9.  See  Response  0001-90  for  a comparison  of  air  emissions  from  truck  versus  rail  transport 
on  a ton-per-mile  basis.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  includes  an  accounting  of  truck  and  train 
emissions,  as  appropriate,  for  each  alternative  considered.  For  easier  understanding, 
Figure  FEIR-AQ-1  in  Appendix  M,  Attachment  2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR,  shows  a simple 
comparison  of  truck  and  train  emissions  per  ton-mile  of  material  moved.  The  data 
indicate  that  modem,  clean,  on-highway  trucks  have  generally  lower  emissions  than 
uncontrolled  locomotives.  However,  locomotives  which  use  the  mitigation  measures 
recommended  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  result  in  generally  lower  emissions  per 
ton-mile  than  on-highway  trucks. 

10.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and, 
therefore,  no  response  is  necessary. 

1 1.  The  table  cited  by  the  commenter  (Appendix  E,  page  94)  compares  the  relative  ambient 
concentration  impacts  from  landfill  equipment  and  the  landfill  gas  flares.  Several 
modeling  runs  were  conducted  to  analyze  the  project’s  ambient  impacts.  A separate 
modeling  run  was  conducted  for  each  criteria  pollutant  (NOx,  CO,  ROG,  PM  10,  and 
SO2)  using  the  EPA-approved  SHORTZ  dispersion  model.  Using  this  method,  it  was 
possible  to  determine  the  point  of  maximum  off-site  impact  for  each  pollutant,  as  well 
as  the  emission  sources  contributing  to  this  impact.  For  the  maximum  PM  10  impact 
point,  less  than  one  percent  of  the  ambient  impact  at  this  point  was  due  to  flare  emissions. 
Therefore,  the  table  on  page  94  of  Appendix  E shows  a relative  PM  10  contribution  of 
zero  percent  for  the  flares. 

12.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  mitigation  measures  associated  with  the  combustion  of 
landfill  gas  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  122-123).  It  is  unclear  what  the  commenter  means  by 
“other”  mitigation  measures. 

13.  One  of  the  suggested  mitigation  measures  listed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  382)  is  for 
Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  to  conduct  an  analysis  of  the  technical  and  economical 
feasibility  of  recovering  energy  from  the  landfill  gas  when  the  landfill  gas  generation 
rate  exceeds  five  million  cubic  feet  per  day.  According  to  projected  worst-case  landfill 
gas  generation  rates,  a total  landfill  gas  generation  rate  of  five  million  cubic  feet  per  day 
will  be  attained  approximately  4.5  years  after  the  landfill  begins  operations.  At  that  time, 
Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  will  have  a better  understanding  of  the  actual  landfill  gas 
generation  rates  and  of  the  energy  potential  of  the  gas.  This  information  is  necessary  for 
the  feasibility  analysis  of  a landfill  gas  energy  recovery  system.  Neither  CEQA  nor 
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NEPA  require  the  preparation  of  analyses  which  rely  on  data  which  is  not  available.  The 
analyses  contained  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  have  been  prepared  based  on  the  best  data 
available. 

14.  The  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  project  does  not  include  plans  for  composting.  If  AB  939 
is  to  be  effective,  much  of  the  green  waste  contained  in  the  trash  stream  will  be  removed 
for  composting  at  the  MRFs  or  the  transfer  stations.  Thus,  the  green  waste  will  not  be 
considered  a recyclable  item  for  shipment  and  storage  at  Eagle  Mountain. 

15.  The  toxic  air  pollutant  control  efficiency  of  99  percent  used  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  based 
on  several  source  tests  of  landfill  gas  flares  within  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin.  Table 
FEIR-AQ-13  in  Appendix  M (Attachment  2)  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  summarizes  the 
destruction  efficiencies  noted  during  these  tests. 

16.  Table  FEIR-AQ-13  summarizes  the  results  of  six  source  tests  on  landfill  gas  flares.  As 
the  commenter  notes,  the  destruction  efficiency  can  vary  among  different  compounds. 
However,  the  test  results  demonstrate  that  an  efficiency  of  99.0  percent  or  greater  can  be 
achieved  on  all  compounds  tested.  Because  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  will  use  best 
available  control  technology,  it  is  likely  that  the  99  percent  destruction  efficiency  will  be 
maintained  on  a long-term  average  basis.  Furthermore,  even  if  less  than  a 99  percent 
destruction  efficiency  is  achieved,  the  conclusions  regarding  health  risk  associated  with 
the  proposed  project  would  remain  the  same.  This  is  because  the  analysis  of  risks  is 
dependent  on  the  estimated  20  percent  of  LFG  which  is  assumed  to  escape  through  the 
surface  and  not  on  the  80  percent  which  is  disposed  of  through  flaring. 

17.  Page  41  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  the  storage  of  recyclable  material  at  the  site.  The 
transport  and  storage  of  recyclable  materials  at  Eagle  Mountain  is  intended  to  be  a 
temporary  condition  while  recyclable  markets  are  depressed  or  in  development.  Al- 
though, theoretically,  10,000  tpd  of  recyclables  could  be  generated  from  the  daily  20,000 
tpd  trash  destined  for  Eagle  Mountain,  a substantial  amount  of  that  material  will  be 
immediately  shipped  to  manufacturers  which  use  the  recyclables  as  feed  stock.  Recy- 
clables sent  to  Eagle  Mountain  for  interim  storage  will  not  be  the  property  of  the  Eagle 
Mountain  project,  but  rather  the  property  of  recycling  firms  or  MRFs.  They  will  be 
transported  to  the  site  on  one  of  the  six  trains  per  day  serving  the  landfill.  When  the 
owner  requires  return  of  the  recyclables,  they  will  be  shipped  back  in  one  of  the  empty 
railcars  returning  from  the  site. 

18.  See  Response  002 1-19. 

19.  The  transport  of  recyclable  materials  for  temporary  storage  at  the  site  would  utilize  one 
of  the  six  trains  per  day  serving  the  landfill.  When  the  owner  requires  return  of  the 
recyclables,  they  will  be  shipped  back  in  one  of  the  empty  railcars  returning  from  the 
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site.  Recyclable  materials  will  not  be  landfilled.  The  impacts  resulting  from  transport 
of  these  recyclables  to  and  from  the  site  are  included  in  the  proposed  action  evaluated  in 
the  draft  EIS/EIR.  No  additional  impacts  would  result.  Due  to  the  cost  involved  for 
shipping  and  storage  of  recyclables  at  Eagle  Mountain,  recyclers  will  have  to  weigh  the 
cost  of  this  against  local  storage,  expatriation,  or  immediate  use. 

20.  See  Response  0164-19  above.  The  County  would  not  receive  any  royalty  or  mitigation 
fee  for  the  storage  of  recyclable  materials. 

2 1 . Since  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  truck  traffic  to  the  project  site  has  been  reduced 
from  200  to  100  round  trips  daily  and  in  three  years  to  eliminate  all  but  those  trucks 
serving  the  desert  cities  (not  to  exceed  100)  within  three  years.  See  Section  II.B.2  of  the 
final  EIS/EIR  for  a description  of  the  project  modification.  This  discussion  includes  a 
summary  of  the  air  impacts  due  to  adding  330  tons  per  day  to  4.7  trains.  This  weight  per 
train  is  the  maximum  worst-case  analyzed  and  would  not  be  exceeded  by  adding 
recycables  to  an  otherwise  less  than  full  train.  The  emission  factors  for  various  criteria 
pollutants  are  discussed  in  greater  detail  in  Attachment  10  of  Appendix  M of  the  final 
EIS/EIR. 

The  transport  of  recyclable  materials  to  the  site  for  which  there  is  no  immediate  market 
will  occur  on  one  of  the  six  train  transporting  solid  waste  to  the  site.  When  conditions 
favor  returning  the  recyclables  to  their  owner,  they  will  be  placed  on  one  of  the  six  empty 
trains  returning  from  the  landfill.  No  additional  trucks  or  trains  will  be  used  to  transport 
these  recyclable  materials  to  and  from  the  site  and  the  maximum  weight  of  18,000  tons 
per  day  by  train  and  2,000  tons  per  day  by  truck  will  not  be  exceeded.  The  impacts 
resulting  from  transport  of  these  recyclables  to  and  from  the  site  are  included  in  the 
proposed  action  evaluated  in  the  draft  and  final  EIS/EIR  as  explained  above.  No 
additional  impacts  would  result. 

22.  As  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E,  page  190),  the  landfill  gas  generation 
rate  for  the  “No  Project”  alternative  was  assumed  to  be  the  same  as  the  amount  estimated 
for  the  Eagle  Mountain  project,  although  the  higher  moisture  levels  and  rainfall  rate  in 
the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  would  be  expected  to  result  in  more  landfill  gas  being  generated 
for  each  ton  of  waste  buried  in  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin. 

23.  The  estimated  landfill  gas  generation  rate  for  the  “No  Project”  alternative  represents  only 
the  additional  landfill  gas  generated  if  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  does  not  become 
operational  and  does  not  include  the  landfill  gas  generated  from  waste  already  in  place 
at  existing  landfills. 

24.  Acceptance  by  Riverside  County  of  refuse  from  Los  Angeles  and  other  counties  is 
contingent  upon  the  approval  of  the  project  Development  Agreement  authorized  by  the 
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Riverside  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  Solid  Waste  Management  Plan  states  that  . . it 
is  illegal  to  dispose  of  solid  wastes  at  Riverside  County-operated  Class  III  landfills  which 
have  been  generated  in  other  counties,  without  prior  approval.  . . . The  ultimate 
decision  to  allow  importation  of  any  solid  wastes  whether  in  a private  or  public  facility 
shall  rest  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  a case-by-case  analysis  (page  IV-5).” 

Transport  of  waste  from  Los  Angeles,  Orange,  San  Bernardino  and  Riverside  counties 
has  been  analyzed  and  could  be  accepted,  subject  to  Riverside  County  approval.  Trans- 
port of  waste  from  other  jurisdictions  would  require  additional  environmental  review. 

25.  The  relative  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  and  of  all  the  alternatives,  including  the  “No 
Project”  alternative,  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  separately  for  the  South  Coast  Air 
Basin  and  for  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin.  As  discussed  in  Response  0117-3,  the 
estimated  impacts  from  the  proposed  project  in  the  Coachella  Valley  will  result  in  an 
increase  above  the  estimated  1991  emissions  baseline  for  the  area.  The  emissions 
increases  are  of  approximately  3.8  percent  for  NOx,  approximately  0.5  percent  for  ROGs, 
and  approximately  0.06  percent  for  PM  10  emissions.  There  are  no  approved  regional 
air  quality  models  which  can  be  used  to  perform  the  analysis  requested.  Regional 
photochemical  models,  such  as  those  used  to  prepare  regional  air  quality  plans,  are  not 
suitable  for  this  purpose,  because  they  are  insensitive  to  changes  in  emissions  which  are 
less  than  five  percent  of  the  regional  total.  The  emissions  changes  associated  with  the 
Eagle  Mountain  project  are  below  this  sensitivity  threshold  in  the  South  Coast  and 
Southeast  Desert  air  basins  and  in  the  Coachella  Valley.  The  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
was  performed  using  the  best  analytical  tools  available. 


26.  This  comment  is  correct.  Table  50  (page  573  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR)  shows  under  the 

20.000  tpd  column  that  (for  4,000  tpd  by  truck)  2,500  8-ton  packer  trucks,  160  25-ton 
transfer/trailer  rigs,  and  486  22-ton  capacity  transfer/  trailer  rigs  are  needed.  For  the 

16.000  tpd  column  (2,000  tpd  by  truck),  2,000  8-ton  packer  trucks,  80  25-ton  trans- 
fer/trailer rigs,  and  425  22-ton  capacity  transfer/trailer  rigs  are  needed.  In  fact,  these 
numbers  should  be: 


20.000  tpd 

8-ton  500  gal. 

25-ton  160  gal. 

22-ton  182  gal. 


16.000  tpd 
250  gal. 
80  gal. 
61  gal. 


Thus,  if  6.0  gallons  per  mile  are  considered  for  the  entire  trip  (not  taking  into  account 
greater  fuel  consumption  loaded)  and  each  trip  was  75  miles  one  way,  or  1 50  miles  round 
trip,  the  fuel  consumption  should  be  as  follows: 
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20.000  tDd  16.000  tod 

25-ton  4,000  gal.  2,000  gal. 

22-ton  4,550  gal.  2,275  gal. 

A revised  Table  50,  reflecting  these  changes,  is  included  in  Section  VI  of  the  final 
EIS/EIR.  Section  IX  also  notes  that  the  text  at  the  top  of  pages  574  and  579  should  reflect 
a lower  fuel  consumption  rate.  Table  51  appears  correct  in  total,  but  confusing  because 
it  shows  80  trucks  traveling  300  miles.  In  fact,  this  is  the  case  because  each  truck  will 
make  two  round  trips  per  day.  This  is  noted  as  a footnote  on  the  revised  table  so  as  to 
avoid  confusion  (see  Section  VI  of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 

27.  As  a requirement  of  the  new  federal  EPA  regulations  and  RWQCB,  a composite  liner 
consisting  of  a low-permeability  soil  layer  and  a high  density  polyethylene  flexible 
membrane  will  be  placed  over  the  entire  area  underlying  refuse.  A more  detailed 
description  of  the  containment  system  is  provided  in  Section  II. B.  1 of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

28.  Subsequent  to  the  issuance  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  a revised  Chapter  15  was  issued  by  the 
State  of  California.  One  of  the  new  provisions  of  Chapter  15  states:  “Waste  discharge 
requirements  shall  contain  a provision  which  requires  the  discharger  to  obtain  and 
maintain  assurances  of  financial  responsibility  for  initiating  and  completing  corrective 
action  for  all  known  or  reasonably  foreseeable  releases  for  the  waste  management  unit.” 
This  provision  requires  the  discharger  to  post  a bond  to  provide  for  cleanup  of  any 
foreseeable  release.  The  amount  of  the  bond  is  established  by  the  Regional  Water  Quality 
Control  Board  after  evaluation  of  the  nature  of  the  refuse,  the  site  characteristics, 
protection  measures,  and  other  factors. 

29.  The  present  requirements  for  landfill  closure  require  the  placement  of  final  cover  as 
stipulated  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  73).  The  regulations  require  the  continued  main- 
tenance of  the  final  cover  to  ensure  that  standing  water  and/or  erosion  do  not  occur,  which 
could  lead  to  the  infiltration  of  surface  water.  In  part,  the  final  cover  will  include  a 
vegetative  layer  of  one  foot  minimum  thickness  as  specified  by  Title  23,  CCR,  Chapter 
15.  The  purpose  of  this  is  to  allow  natural  vegetation  to  take  hold  on  the  landfill  cover 
to  provide  erosion  control. 

30.  In  response  to  public  concerns,  an  engineering  decision  was  made  to  design  the  leachate 
collection  system  using  a blanket  drainage  system  rather  than  a series  of  interconnecting 
leachate  collection  pipes  operating  under  a gravity  system  in  the  higher  elevations  and  a 
pump  system  in  the  lower  elevations  as  discussed  in  Section  IV.F.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

Please  see  Response  0001-25.  The  LCRS  blanket  drain  will  be  placed  on  the  FML 
protective  geotextile  filter  fabric.  The  LCRS  geotextile  filter  fabric  will  be  placed  over 
the  upper  surface  of  the  LCRS  blanket  drain  to  protect  the  blanket  drain  from  infiltration 
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of  fines  from  the  two  feet  of  protective  soil  cover  above  the  LCRS  blanket  drain.  The 
protective  soil  cover  will  maintain  separation  between  the  refuse  and  the  LCRS  liner 
system.  The  protective  soil  cover  is  intended  to  mitigate  potential  damage  to  the 
underlying  drainage  system  and  liner  during  construction  and  during  initial  lifts  of  refuse 
filling. 

31.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  characterizes  the  general  groundwater  flows.  See  Section  ffl.A.1. 

32.  Hydraulic  conductivities  are  different  than  flow  rates.  K = 1 x 10"2  cm/sec  is  a 
measurement  for  hydraulic  conductivity  (permeability).  On  the  other  hand,  the  flow  rate 
(gradient)  is  given  in  ft/yr.  See  page  132  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

The  formula  for  estimating  velocity  is  the  flow  rate  through  fractured  and  unfractured 
rock  times  the  hydraulic  conductivity  of  the  bedrock.  Using  K values  for  fractured 
bedrock  of  1 x 10'2  to  1 x 10'6  cm/sec,  velocity  estimates  range  from  0.01  to  100  ft/yr. 
Or  using  K values  for  unfractured  bedrock  of  1 x 10'9  to  1 x 10" 12  cm/sec,  velocity 
estimates  are  less  than  lx  10'5  ft/yr. 

There  is  no  change  in  the  conclusion  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  that  groundwater  runs  generally 
south/southeast  under  the  site  toward  the  Colorado  River.  See  Figure  47  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR. 

33.  This  comment  is  correct.  A Biological  Assessment  was  prepared  for  the  Section  7 
consultation  as  required  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (see  Appendix  N of  the  final 
EIS/EIR). 

34.  It  was  decided  by  the  USFWS,  BLM,  CDFG,  MRC,  and  RECON  that  a single  Biological 
Assessment  (Appendix  N of  the  final  EIS/EIR)  would  be  produced  that  would  cover 
impact  analyses  and  mitigation  programs  for  both  federal  and  state  threatened  and 
endangered  species,  plus  candidate  species,  and  any  others  that  these  agencies  requested. 
See  Response  0164-33. 

DOCUMENT  0165  Letter  from  Burke,  Williams  & Sorensen,  September  23, 1991 

1.  The  land  exchange  is  described  in  more  detail  on  pages  13-24  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
Figures  4-10  show  the  lands  on  U.S.G.S.  quadrangle  maps.  The  existing  biological 
resources  on  these  exchange  lands  are  shown  in  Figures  57a-57e  and  Figures  59, 60a-60b, 
and  62a-62e.  Approximately  3,27 1 acres  of  publicly  owned  lands  will  be  transferred  to 
Kaiser  Steel  Resources,  Inc.  The  exact  acreage  of  the  lands  to  be  transferred  to  federal 
ownership  will  be  determined  by  a mineral  potential  evaluation  and  a current  fair  market 
appraisal.  As  a result  of  the  land  exchange,  BLM  will  receive  lands  of  prime  habitat  for 
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the  desert  tortoise.  The  land  exchange  will  also  contribute  to  the  establishment  of  a 
20,000-acre  nature  preserve  for  other  endangered,  threatened,  or  sensitive  species. 

2.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  accuracy  or  adequacy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  but 
identifies  more  recent  information  concerning  the  waste  disposal  shortfall  that  the  City 
of  Los  Angeles  will  experience  by  1995:  “The  Waste  By  Rail  Report  (August  1991)  by 
the  Los  Angeles  County  Sanitation  District  indicates  that  the  amount  of  solid  waste  that 
will  need  to  be  disposed  of  in  Los  Angeles  County  will  grow  to  54,600  tons  per  day,  and 
that  a disposal  capacity  short  fall  of  22,300  tons  per  day  will  exist  in  1995.” 

3.  See  Response  0165-1  above. 

4.  See  Response  0165-1  above. 

5.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  accuracy  or  adequacy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  but 
recommends  that  the  discussion  of  the  MRFs  and  transfer  stations  be  expanded  to  point 
out  that  because  curbside  recycling  has  only  succeeded  in  12-15  percent  waste  reduction, 
far  short  of  AB  939  goals,  local  governments  are  likely  to  approve  siting  proposals  for 
MRFs  and  that  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  will  not  accept  waste  which  has  not  been 
processed  by  a MRF  or  transfer  station.  Also  see  Responses  0006-1  and  0015-2. 

6.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  accuracy  or  adequacy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  but 
recommends  that  the  discussion  of  the  No  Action  alternative  be  expanded  to  mention  the 
likelihood  that  the  City  and  County  of  Los  Angeles  will  be  unable  to  provide  for  enough 
new  landfill  sites  to  meet  the  needs  of  AB  939. 

7.  See  Response  0001-25. 

8.  The  surface  drainage  for  the  Chuckwalla  Valley  basin  is  closed  hydrologically. 

9.  An  approximate  site  boundary  has  been  added  to  Figure  45.  The  revised  figure  follows 
this  page. 

10.  See  Response  0139-43.  An  approximate  site  boundary  has  also  been  added  to  Figure  47. 
Due  to  the  large  scale  of  Figure  47,  the  location  of  the  monitoring  wells  requested  in  this 
comment  have  been  added  to  Figure  48.  See  Response  0002- 13a. 

11.  As  this  comment  suggests,  additional  wells  have  been  added  to  Figure  48  (see  Response 
0002- 13a).  The  draft  EIS/EIR  (page  139)  shows  the  potential  groundwater  use  from  the 
northwestern  Chuckwalla  Valley  during  1986  to  be  23,000  acre-feet.  It  is  conservatively 
estimated  that  overall  water  use  has  remained  approximately  constant  since  this  time. 
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1 2.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  accuracy  or  adequacy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  but  points 
out  that  AB  939  requires  that  cities  and  counties  prepare  and  implement  household 
hazardous  waste  elements  in  their  solid  waste  management  plans.  This  action,  coupled 
with  the  processing  of  all  waste  through  a MRF  or  transfer  station,  is  likely  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  household  hazardous  waste  reaching  the  Eagle  Mountain  site. 

13.  Please  see  Responses  0001-49  and  0003-40. 

14.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  did  consider  impacts  to  the  elementary  school  for  each  issue  in  Section 
IV.  No  significant  impacts  to  the  elementary  school  were  identified  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR, 
and  therefore,  no  further  action  is  required. 

15.  Please  see  Response  0001-50. 

16.  See  Response  0157-40  for  a discussion  of  rail  accidents  in  the  project  vicinity. 

17.  The  potential  for  accidents  with  trains  is  much  less  than  for  trucks.  This  is  discussed  on 
page  148  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

18.  The  additional  truck  traffic  required  by  this  proposal  will  not  lower  the  existing  LOS  on 
any  of  the  proposed  routes  (page  365,  draft  EIS/EIR). 

19.  The  comment  is  unclear  as  to  the  usefulness  of  comparing  air  emission  estimates  for 
existing  landfill  operations  in  southern  California  with  the  corresponding  distances  from 
population  centers.  In  order  to  estimate  emissions  from  landfill  gas  flares,  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E,  pp.  81-84)  discusses  emissions  from  LFG  flares  at  existing 
landfills  in  southern  California. 

20.  The  Standards  of  Performance  for  New  Stationary  Sources  (New  Source  Performance 
Standards  [NSPS])  are  source-specific  federal  regulations  which  limit  the  allowable 
emissions  of  criteria  pollutants  from  such  stationary  sources.  The  NSPS  apply  to  certain 
sources  depending  on  the  equipment  size,  process  rate,  and/or  the  date  of  construction 
or  of  modification  of  the  affected  facility.  The  NSPS  that  could  apply  to  the  new 
installations  associated  with  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  include  the  proposed  standard 
of  performance  for  municipal  solid  waste  landfills  (40  CFR  60.750). 

On  May  30,  1991,  the  EPA  published  a draft  NSPS  for  municipal  solid  waste  landfills 
in  the  Federal  Register.  The  provisions  of  this  proposed  regulation  apply  to  municipal 
solid  waste  (MSW)  landfills  that  began  accepting  wastes  on  or  after  May  30,  1991. 
Therefore,  the  proposed  regulation,  as  written,  will  apply  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  project. 
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The  proposed  NSPS  requires  MSW  landfills  with  a waste  capacity  of  1 1 1,000  tons  or 
greater  to  calculate  non-methane  organic  compound  (NMOC)  emissions  on  an  annual 
basis  and  to  submit  the  results  of  these  calculations  to  the  EPA.  If  the  calculated  NMOC 
emissions  are  more  than  1 67  tons  per  year,  the  facility  must  install  a landfill  gas  collection 
system.  The  gases  in  the  collection  system  must  be  routed  to  a control  or  treatment  system 
with  a NMOC  destruction  efficiency  of  98  percent  or  greater.  As  discussed  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  (Appendix  E,  pp.  8 1-84),  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  design  complies  with  these 
requirements  as  it  includes  the  installation  of  a landfill  gas  collection  system  equipped 
with  flares  capable  of  a 99  percent  destruction  efficiency.  The  EPA  draft  regulation 
includes  design  specifications  for  vertical  well  collection  systems  and  lists  record 
keeping,  reporting,  and  monitoring  requirements. 

The  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District  has,  by  reference,  adopted  the  federal 
NSPS  in  its  Regulation  IX  and  enforces  them  as  part  of  its  air  quality  permitting  process. 
Therefore,  during  the  air  quality  permitting  process,  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  must 
demonstrate  that  the  proposed  project  meets  the  requirements  of  the  final  version  of  the 
federal  NSPS  for  MSW  landfills.  Generally,  however,  the  SCAQMD’s  New  Source 
Review  rules  and  source-specific  rules  will  result  in  more  stringent  requirements  than 
those  demanded  by  the  proposed  NSPS  for  MSW  landfills. 

2 1 . See  Response  0 1 65-20  above. 

22.  The  information  on  survey  corridor  widths  is  contained  in  Appendix  F (page  1 1)  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR.  Vegetation  along  the  Eagle  Mountain  Road  and  railroad  was  surveyed 
and  mapped  within  the  entire  200-foot- wide  corridor,  including  100  feet  on  either  side 
of  the  right-of-way. 

23.  A legend  has  been  added  to  revised  Figure  57a  (see  Response  0139-74). 

24.  The  term  “species  diversity”  refers  only  to  the  number  of  species  observed  and  does  not 
include  a relative  abundance  aspect.  The  term  “significance”  is  used  not  in  a statistical 
sense,  but  as  defined  by  NEPA  and  CEQA. 

25.  Different  terms  are  used  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  to  describe  significant  plant  and  wildlife 
species,  including  biological  resources  of  special  concern,  sensitive  species,  and  signif- 
icant species.  Unfortunately,  there  are  numerous  different  titles  given  to  various  groups 
of  important  wildlife  and  plant  species  by  the  different  natural  resource  agencies  and 
some  confusion  is  inevitable.  However,  under  each  detailed  discussion  of  a sensitive 
species  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  it  clearly  states  the  species’  exact  status  with  the  different 
resource  agencies.  Table  3,  in  Appendix  F,  also  clearly  indicates  the  status  of  each 
sensitive  species. 
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26.  In  Appendix  F,  Table  3,  the  designation  “California  Species  of  Special  Concern  (S)” 
should  be  added  for  the  yellow  warbler. 

27.  The  only  area  that  would  qualify  as  a wetland  within  the  project  boundary  would  be  near 
the  train  trestle  on  Salt  Creek.  Other  washes  and  drainages  in  the  project  area,  although 
they  may  be  jurisdictional  waters  of  the  U.S.,  are  not  considered  wetlands  undercurrent 
state  and  federal  classifications. 

28.  The  updated  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program  is  located  in  Section  II. C.  of  the 
final  EIS/EIR. 

29.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  accuracy  or  adequacy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  but 
provides  recent  information  about  potential  increases  in  Los  Angeles  County  tipping  fees. 
This  information  concludes  that  in  five  years  County  tipping  fees  may  rise  above  $65 
per  ton,  while  rail  haul  fees  will  be  approximately  $55  per  ton. 

30.  Table  42  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  has  been  retitled  as  “Active  and  Potentially  Active  Faults 
near  the  Project  Site”  to  more  accurately  reflect  the  maps  of  the  California  Division  of 
Mines  and  Geology.  On  this  table,  only  3 of  the  12  faults  have  been  active  historically, 
including  the  San  Andreas  and  the  two  segments  of  the  San  Jacinto  fault.  All  other  faults 
on  Table  42  show  evidence  of  Quaternary  movement,  that  is,  they  may  have  moved  within 
the  past  two  million  years.  Also  the  heading  for  the  third  column  of  Table  42  will  be 
revised  to  read  Maximum  Characteristic  (Probable)  Earthquake  (M).  These  changes 
appear  in  the  revised  table,  following  this  page. 

3 1. -36.  The  writer  of  this  letter  expressed  that  he  had  no  comments  on  the  following  sections 

of  the  draft  EIS/EIR:  Visual,  Recreation,  and  Wilderness  Resources;  Utilities  and 
Services;  Noise;  Cultural  Resources;  Paleontology;  and  Energy  Consumption/Genera- 
tion. 

37.  See  Responses  0165-5  and  29  above. 

38.  See  Responses  0165-5  and  29  above. 

39.  The  benefits  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  to  the  surrounding  communities  are  addressed 
in  Section  IV.H.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  See  Response  01 1 1-3. 

40.  This  letter  expresses  “no  comments”  on  the  draft  EIS/EIR’ s section  called  Significant 
Irreversible  Environmental  Changes. 
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TABLE  42 

ACTIVE  AND  POTENTIALLY  ACTIVE  FAULT  ZONES  NEAR  PROJECT  AREA 


Fault  Name 

Distance  from 
Site  (miles) 

Maximum 
Characteristic 
Earthquake  (M) 

Blue  Cut 

21 

6.8 

Pinto  Mountain 

25 

7.3 

Bullion  Mountain 

26 

6.2 

San  Andreas 

34 

7.5 

Mesquite  Lake 

35 

7.0 

Ludlow 

44 

6.2 

Banning 

45 

6.4 

Emerson 

55 

6.4 

Hidalgo 

56 

6.8 

San  Jacinto  (Casaloma- 
Clark  branch) 

57 

7.1 

Calico 

60 

7.0 

San  Jacinto  (Coyote 
Creek  branch) 

62 

6.6 
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DOCUMENT  0166  Letter  from  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation 

Service,  October  21, 1991 

1.  Decomposition  of  the  refuse  is  both  an  aerobic  and  anaerobic  process.  Gases  present  in 
the  refuse  (including  oxygen)  are  removed  from  the  refuse  mass  to  maintain  a negative 
pressure  to  control  the  escape  of  LFG  and  to  lower  the  potential  for  subsurface  fires. 
Specifications  for  daily  cover  material  and  the  LFG  removal  system  are  established  by 
regulations  and  by  state  agencies,  not  by  the  project  applicant.  The  implication  that  these 
regulations  do  not  consider  the  promotion  of  decomposition  is  correct.  Implementation 
of  the  solid  waste  reduction  provisions  of  AB  939,  however,  will  involve  the  removal  of 
some  of  the  decomposable  materials  in  the  solid  waste  stream — vegetative  waste — which 
will  be  composted  and  recycled. 

DOCUMENT  0167  Letter  from  Lucinda  B.  Killebrew,  no  date 

1.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary.  The  air  pollution  caused  by  the  truck  component  of  the 
project  is  very  minimal  compared  to  that  caused  by  the  train  component.  Additionally, 
the  truck  component  of  the  project  will  be  reduced  from  200  to  100  trips  daily,  though 
the  associated  reduction  in  air  emissions  would  be  incremental. 

2.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary.  As  a Class  III  landfill,  no  hazardous  materials  would 
be  accepted  at  the  site.  The  process  to  remove  hazardous  materials  from  the  waste  stream 
is  described  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pp.  39, 49,  and  331-333).  Also,  see  Response  0111  -43. 

3.  Since  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  proposed  truck  traffic  has  been  decreased  by 
one-half,  from  200  to  100  round  trips  per  day.  After  three  years,  only  truck  traffic  from 
the  desert  communities  will  be  allowed  to  haul  waste  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill.  The 
reduction  in  truck  traffic  is  addressed  in  Section  II.  B. 2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  The  impacts 
of  truck  traffic  are  discussed  in  Section  IV.C.3  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT  0168  Letter  from  Dan  Lewis,  no  date 

1.  The  project’s  air  impacts  are  presented  in  Section  IV.D.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  are 
summarized  in  Response  0026-8. 

2.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary.  MRC  would  only  indirectly  enforce  compliance  with 
MRF  operators  for  the  removal  of  recyclables  (and  hazardous  materials)  through  the 
mechanism  of  not  accepting  residual  wastes  unless  the  unacceptable  materials  have  been 
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removed.  Compliance  with  the  standards  of  removal  will  be  enforced  by  on-site 
inspectors  directed  by  and  with  the  authority  of  the  Riverside  County  Department  of 
Health  (the  Local  Enforcement  Agency). 

3.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary.  However,  the  one  significant  and  unmitigated  environ- 
mental impact  identified  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  air. 

4.  See  Response  0006-1.  Refuse  destined  for  landfilling  at  Eagle  Mountain  must  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  AB  939,  the  “Recycling  Bill.”  Such  compliance  means  that  the 
refuse  has  been  subjected  to  an  inspection  program  to  ensure  the  adequate  removal  of 
recyclables  and  hazardous  materials.  If  refuse  does  not  comply,  it  will  not  be  taken  to 
Eagle  Mountain. 

DOCUMENT  0169  Letter  from  Dollie  Irwin,  Patsy  Mahoney,  Carolyn  Toenjes, 

September  20, 1991 

1 . Pages  9- 1 1 of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  identify  the  agencies,  organizations,  and  persons  to  whom 
copies  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  were  sent.  The  draft  EIS/EIR,  including  appendixes,  are 
available  for  review  at  those  offices.  In  accordance  with  CEQA,  all  comments  received 
on  the  draft  EIS/EIR  during  the  public  review  period  are  included  in  Section  VII  of  the 
final  EIS/EIR. 

2.  The  requested  information  relative  to  County  applications  is  on  file  with  the  Riverside 
County  Planning  Department. 

3.  The  purpose  and  the  need  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  are  explained  in  detail  on  pages 
4 and  5 of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

4.  The  County  applications  were  filed  by  the  applicants’  representative,  SCS  Engineering, 
and  accepted  by  the  County  Planning  Department  on  June  8,  1989. 

5.  See  Response  0169-4  above. 

6.  The  Notice  of  Scoping  Meeting  was  the  County’s  first  public  notice  on  the  proposed 
project. 

7. -10.  These  comments  do  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 

therefore,  no  response  is  required. 

11.  The  financial  benefits  of  the  proposed  landfill  operations  to  Kaiser  Steel  retirees  are 
outlined  on  pages  475-476  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Also,  see  Response  0102-12. 
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12.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  required. 

13.  The  MOU  is  available  at  the  Riverside  County  Planning  Department,  as  are  many  other 
documents  referred  to  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  but  not  attached  as  an  appendix.  Since  this 
comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  no  further 
response  is  required. 

14.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  required. 

15.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  required. 

16.  Due  to  the  significant  air  quality  impacts,  no  incineration  activities  would  occur  at  Eagle 
Mountain.  Any  proposal  for  incineration  would  require  separate  County  and  environ- 
mental review.  See  Response  0026-75. 

17.  See  Response  0015-2.  Hazardous  waste  and  recyclables  will  be  removed  from  the  waste 
stream  at  the  MRF  or  transfer  station,  regardless  of  its  location. 

1 8.  The  removal  of  hazardous  waste  from  the  waste  stream  is  described  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
(pages  39,  49,  and  331-333).  Also  see  Response  0001-1 17  for  a list  of  the  materials  not 
accepted  in  a Class  III  landfill.  See  Response  01 1 1-43  for  a more  detailed  discussion  of 
this  process. 

19.  See  Response  0096-14. 

20.  It  is  possible  that  a professional  pest  control  company  would  be  hired  to  control  insects 
and  rodents,  if  necessary. 

21.  Page  332  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  states  that  hazardous  wastes  derived  at  the  landfill  (e.g., 
paints,  fuel  oil,  and  solvents  from  maintenance  activities;  the  organic  phases  from 
leachate  or  landfill  gas  condensate;  and  small  quantities  of  hazardous  materials  recovered 
from  the  on-site  waste  inspection  facility)  will  be  segregated  and  containerized  as 
required  by  regulations  and  temporarily  stored  on-site.  These  wastes  will  be  periodically 
removed  from  the  site  to  a licensed  hazardous  waste  facility  by  a licensed  hazardous 
waste  carrier  under  manifest  as  required  by  state  law. 

22.  All  radioactive  materials  are  considered  hazardous  and  unacceptable  at  Eagle  Mountain. 
Methods  of  detection  and  removal  of  hazardous  waste  from  the  waste  stream  are 
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described  on  page  332  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  For  a more  detailed  description  of  this 
process,  see  Response  0021-15. 

23.  The  allegations  of  illegal  dumping  at  Eagle  Mountain  have  been  reported  to  the  Riverside 
County  Department  of  Environmental  Health  for  investigation.  They  do  not  relate  to  the 
adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

24.  See  Response  0169-23  above. 

25.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  required. 

26.  The  allegations  of  hazardous  materials  already  present  at  Eagle  Mountain  have  been 
reported  to  the  Riverside  County  Department  of  Environmental  Health  for  investigation. 
They  do  not  relate  to  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and  hence,  no 
response  is  necessary. 

27.  See  Responses  0026- 1 9 and  0 1 09- 1 . 

28.  See  Response  0164-28. 

29.  See  Responses  0026-19,  0109-1,  and  0164-28. 

30.  The  specific  mitigation  and  monitoring  measures  referred  to  on  page  31  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  are  identified  for  each  issue  in  Section  IV,  Environmental  Consequences. 
Additionally,  these  measures  are  provided  in  Appendix  K of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  For  an 
updated  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program,  see  Section  II.C.  of  the  final 
EIS/EIR. 

3 1 . Page  4 of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  states  that  the  need  for  new  refuse  disposal  facilities  exist  for 
Los  Angeles,  San  Bernardino,  Riverside,  and  Orange  counties,  with  the  greatest  need 
occurring  in  Los  Angeles. 

32.  The  sources  for  the  information  provided  in  paragraph  3 of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  are 
referenced  within  that  paragraph  (City  of  Los  Angeles,  County  of  Los  Angeles,  and  Los 
Angeles  County  Sanitation  Districts  1988).  Also,  see  Response  0165-2. 

33.  See  Responses  0021-7  and  0026-3. 

34.  See  Responses  0021-7  and  0026-3. 
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35.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  uses  the  worst-case  scenario  when  assessing  impacts  for  each  issue 
addressed.  The  impacts  and  mitigation  measures  for  each  issue  are  discussed  in  Section 
IV,  Environmental  Consequences.  The  detailed  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Pro- 
gram is  included  as  Section  II.C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

36.  See  Response  0001-25. 

37.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  states  that  the  presence  of  the  landfill  has  the  potential  to  be  a significant 
impact  to  the  desert  tortoise  due  to  increased  predation  by  ravens  attracted  to  the  areas 
by  the  landfill  refuse  (see  draft  EIS/EIR,  pp.  446-449  and  Appendix  F,  pp.  70-71).  The 
document  proposes  to  monitor  both  tortoise  and  raven  populations  throughout  the  life  of 
the  landfill  project.  If  the  raven  population  is  found  to  increase  to  a level  that  threatens 
tortoise  populations,  then  an  active  raven  control  program  will  be  instituted.  All  permits 
to  institute  this  program  will  be  in  place  before  landfill  operations  begin,  so  that  a quick 
response  to  a threat  to  the  tortoise  is  possible. 

38.  The  impact  and  mitigation  measures  for  biological  resources  are  discussed  in  Section 
IV.G.  and  Appendix  F of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  and  are  included  in  the  Biological  Assessment 
(Appendix  N of  the  final  EIS/EIR)  and  the  revised  Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring 
Program  (Section  II.C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 

39.  See  Responses  0128-10  and  0 1 65- 1 . 

40.  The  compatibility  of  the  proposed  project  with  surrounding  land  uses  is  discussed  on 
pages  434-436  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

41 . The  project  boundary’s  closest  point  to  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  is  approximately 
8,000  feet  (roughly  a mile  and  one-half)  to  the  southeast  (page  188  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR). 
The  draft  EIS/EIR  concludes  impacts  to  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  are  considered 
not  significant. 

42.  The  raven  control  and  monitoring  program  is  described  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pages 
450-451)  and  in  Appendix  F.  Initially,  a raven  population  monitoring  program  will  be 
implemented.  The  second  phase  would  be  to  implement  a passive  raven  control  program 
which  includes  such  measures  as  placing  a daily  cover  over  the  trash,  perch  site  reduction, 
and  firecrackers.  The  effectiveness  of  each  phase  will  be  monitored.  If  additional 
measures  are  deemed  necessary,  then  an  active  raven  control  plan  which  involves 
destruction  would  be  implemented.  As  stated  on  page  45 1 of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  a detailed 
raven  control  plan,  plus  the  appropriate  permits  will  be  in  place  before  landfill  operations 
begin.  All  programs  will  be  undertaken  in  conjunction  with  USFWS,  BLM,  and  CDFG 
and  with  the  Raven  Management  Plan  for  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  (BLM 
1 990).  The  BLM  is  currently  conducting  research  on  the  effects  of  the  raven  on  the  desert 
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tortoise.  Additional  measures  for  raven  control  resulting  from  this  research  will  be 
considered.  Also,  see  Response  0095-2b. 

43.  The  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  boundary  adjustment  is  discussed  on  pages  188- 
191,  and  277  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Figure  55  illustrates  the  boundary  adjustment 
proposal.  Pages  439  discusses  the  project’s  effect  upon  the  BLM  boundary  modifications 
with  respect  to  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument. 

44.  The  socioeconomic  effects  of  the  project  are  outlined  in  Section  IV.Et.  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  Also,  see  Response  Oil  1-3. 

45.  No,  trash  cars  will  not  be  added  to  any  other  trains. 

46.  Pages  356  and  357  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  state  that  the  proposed  project  would  be  capable 
of  accepting  up  to  six  unit  trains  per  day  at  the  container  handling  yard.  When  operating 
at  full  capacity,  an  average  of  4.7  trains  per  day  would  be  needed.  The  trains  would 
consist  of  one  or  more  diesel  electric  locomotives  carrying  up  to  14  railcars.  Each  car 
would  be  256  feet  long  and  would  be  less  than  4,000  feet  long  (page  50  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR).  Six  trains  are  the  maximum  to  be  used  in  a 24-hour  period.  The  noise  impacts 
from  railroad  operations  are  presented  in  Section  IV.L.2  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  A more 
detailed  analysis  can  be  found  in  the  noise  technical  report,  Appendix  H. 

47.  See  Response  0169-1  above. 

48.  Loaded  containers,  under  normal  operations,  would  not  remain  idle  for  more  than  a few 
hours,  depending  upon  operating  schedule.  Loaded  containers  will  stand  at  the  MRF  or 
container  marshalling  yard  during  the  loading  or  unloading  of  a unit  train.  This  total  time 
is  not  expected  to  exceed  five  to  six  hours.  Loaded  trains  may  await  switching  at  Ferrum 
Junction  for  two  to  six  hours,  possibly  a day.  Potential  odor  impacts  that  could  result 
from  parked  trains  in-transit  to  the  landfill  are  discussed  in  Response  0001-97. 

49.  Average  daily  train  volumes  presently  occurring  on  the  rail  lines  that  may  be  utilized  by 
the  project  range  from  30  to  50  trains  per  day.  An  additional  maximum  of  six  round-trip 
trains  per  day  would  not  result  in  significant  impacts  to  the  land  uses  along  the  rail  line. 
Noise  impacts  from  railroad  operations  are  presented  in  Section  IV.L.2  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR.  The  property  values  for  houses  in  close  proximity  to  the  rail  line  would  not  be 
affected  by  an  additional  six  trains  per  day.  The  transfer  stations  would  be  located  in 
industrial  areas  along  the  railroad  and  would  therefore  not  affect  property  values. 

50.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  required. 
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51.  This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
therefore,  no  response  is  required. 

52.  As  stated  on  page  39  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  maximum  capacity  of  the  initial  container 
handling  yard  would  be  approximately  4,750  tons  per  day  made  up  of  one  trainload  of 
refuse  per  day  (3,500  tpd)  and  1,250  tpd  that  would  be  delivered  by  truck.  The  maximum 
capacity  of  the  landfill  would  be  20,000  tons  of  refuse  per  day  (pages  xvii,  1,13,  and 
39).  The  draft  EIS/EIR  states  that  the  capacity  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  is  over  100 
billion  cubic  yards.  However,  this  was  a miscalculation.  Please  refer  to  Response 
0139-22  for  clarification. 

53.  Design  features  incorporated  into  the  project  would  avoid  potential  impacts  to  surface 
drainage  (see  Section  IV. F.  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  No  drainage  from  the  proposed  project 
will  be  directed  toward  the  open  Colorado  River  Aqueduct.  Where  drainage  is  planned 
to  cross  the  covered  portion  of  the  aqueduct,  MWD  will  be  consulted  as  to  design  and 
location. 

Copies  of  the  drainage  report  and  detailed  plans  have  been  forwarded  to  MWD  for  review. 
All  drainage  facilities  for  conveyance  of  flow  over  the  aqueduct  will  be  reviewed  and 
approved  by  MWD  prior  to  construction.  The  drainage  report  is  provided  in  Appendix 
L of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

54.  The  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  will  only  accept  nonhazardous  municipal  solid  waste  and 
construction  debris  waste.  A description  of  the  materials  acceptable  at  the  proposed  Class 
HI  landfill  is  provided  on  page  48  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Page  49  identifies  unacceptable 
waste.  Since  a Class  II  landfill  is  not  part  of  the  proposed  action,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
describe  its  components  in  this  environmental  document. 

55.  See  Response  0111  -43. 

56.  The  activities  identified  on  pages  34  and  35  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  are  all  part  of  the 
proposed  action. 

57.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

58.  There  is  no  working  relationship  between  MRC,  Southern  Pacific  Transportation  Com- 
pany, and  Western  Waste  Industries.  There  is  no  joint  venture  between  MRC  and  these 
companies,  nor  has  there  ever  been  such  a relationship. 

59.  No  assurances  and  guarantees  were  given  to  MRC  in  1982  or  at  any  other  time  by  any 
person  or  company. 
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60.  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  is  the  lessee  of  the  underlying  properties  owned  by  Kaiser 
Steel  Resources  Corporation  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  site  under  a 99-year  lease.  The 
property  is  privately  owned  and  the  project  is  being  privately  developed.  As  such,  MRC 
is  not  required  to  have  any  permit  or  license  issued  by  any  governmental  agency  at  this 
stage  in  the  development  of  its  plans  for  the  project  and  for  the  conducting  of  technical 
studies  of  the  air.  water,  geology,  and  other  technical  particulars  on  the  site.  The  draft 
EIS/EIR,  and  its  underlying  technical  investigations  and  analyses,  is  being  prepared  by 
the  joint  lead  agencies  of  the  BLM  and  Riverside  County  and  their  independent  contrac- 
tors, and  as  such,  is  conducted  under  the  authority  of  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  and  the  National  Environmental  Quality  Act  MRC  does  not  have  any 
permits  or  licenses  for  the  landfill  project  itself,  but  is  seeking  these  approvals  under  the 
various  local,  state,  and  federal  authorities  outlined  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pp.  1 1-12)  and 
only  after  approval  and  certification  of  the  final  environmental  documentation  by  the 
lead  agencies. 

61.  The  public  process  allows  the  elected  Board  of  Supervisors  to  engage  in  certain  agree- 
ments with  individuals  and  corporations  without  hearings  and  public  input.  The  formu- 
lation of  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding  for  this  project  is  such  an  agreement.  Since 
this  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  no  further 
response  is  necessary. 

62.  The  table  of  contents  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  in  compliance  with  CEQA  guidelines  and  is 
considered  to  be  thorough  and  complete;  therefore,  no  change  is  deemed  necessary. 

63.  This  comment  does  not  question  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
hence,  no  response  is  necessary. 

DOCUMENT  0170  Letter  from  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (Region  IX), 

September  30, 1991 

1 . Each  of  these  concerns  are  identified  in  greater  detail  in  subsequent  comments  within  this 
letter,  for  which  responses  are  provided  below. 

2.  The  control  measures  incorporated  in  the  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  for  a given 
planning  area  are  contained  in  the  air  quality  regulations  for  that  area.  The  South  Coast 
Air  Quality  Management  District  will  be  responsible  for  reviewing  the  permit  applica- 
tions for  the  proposed  project  to  insure  that  the  project  is  in  compliance  with  SCAQMD 
air  quality  regulations.  By  satisfying  the  requirements  of  these  air  quality  regulations, 
the  proposed  project  will  conform  with  the  SIP  for  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  portion 
of  Riverside  County. 
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Due  to  a lack  of  available  on-site  monitoring  data  during  the  preparation  of  the  draft 
EIS/EIR,  conservative  screening  level  modeling  techniques  known  to  overpredict  air 
quality  impacts  were  used  for  all  analyses.  The  collection  of  on-site  air  quality  and 
meteorological  data  has  recently  been  completed.  This  on-site  data  was  used  to  revise 
the  air  quality  modeling  analysis  of  the  project.  The  results  of  the  revised  modeling 
analysis  are  summarized  on  modified  tables  (Tables  29,  36,  49,  and  52)  and  associated 
plots  of  project  impacts  in  Attachment  5,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR.  The  results 
of  the  revised  modeling  show  that  project  impacts  will  not  exceed  either  federal  or 
California  ambient  air  quality  standards  for  CO,  N02,  and  S02.  Furthermore,  the  revised 
modeling  show  that  cumulative  impacts  will  not  exceed  the  annual  average  PM  1 0 federal 
and  California  standards.  Project  impacts  alone  for  PM  10  are  well  below  24-hour 
average  federal  and  California  ambient  air  quality  standards.  However,  the  highest 
average  PM  10  ambient  values  measured  on-site  exceed  the  24-hour  average  PM  10 
federal  and  California  standards.  Therefore,  when  project  impacts  are  added  to  the 
maximum  measured  background  levels  the  resulting  cumulative  impacts  would  exceed 
the  24-hour  average  federal  and  California  ambient  air  quality  standards. 

In  addition,  the  SCAQMD’s  New  Source  Review  (NSR)  rule  requires  that  an  applicant 
demonstrate  with  modeling  that  a new  facility  will  not  cause  a significant  impact  on  air 
quality.  The  significant  impact  levels  defined  in  the  NSR  rule  are  restrictive  enough  to 
ensure  that  a new  project  will  not  cause  or  contribute  to  a new  violation  of  state  or  national 
ambient  air  quality  standards.  Therefore,  compliance  with  the  SCAQMD  NSR  rule  will 
ensure  that  the  proposed  project  will  not  cause  or  contribute  to  a new  violation  of  state 
or  national  standards. 

3.  The  question  of  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  applicability  is  discussed  in  the 
draft  EIS/EIR.  The  emission  estimates  contained  in  Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
suggested  that  the  proposed  project,  with  mitigation,  would  not  trigger  federal  PSD 
review.  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  submitted  a PSD  applicability  determination 
request  to  the  New  Source  Section,  EPA,  Region  IX,  which  found  PSD  not  applicable. 

4.  On  the  contrary,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  devotes  considerable  attention  to  alternatives.  Several 
project  specific  alternatives  (described  on  pages  74-77)  are  analyzed  throughout  the 
report,  including  quantitative  comparisons  with  the  proposed  project  where  appropriate. 
Alternative  sites,  including  alternate  desert  locations  as  well  as  alternate  conventional 
landfill  sites  not  relying  on  rail  transport,  are  discussed  on  pages  77-104.  Other 
technologies  or  waste  diversion  programs  are  discussed  on  pages  105-109. 

5.  The  promotion  of  waste  reduction  programs  is  mandated  by  California  state  law,  as 
discussed  on  page  105  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

6.  See  Response  0170-2. 
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7.  See  Response  0170-2.  It  is  not  necessary  to  use  the  emissions  model  used  in  the  State 
Implementation  Plan  to  ensure  consistency  of  emission  factors  used  for  existing  sources 
in  the  project  area.  These  emission  factors  are  contained  in  the  SCAQMD  Emissions 
Inventory  for  Riverside  County.  If  it  is  necessary  to  model  emissions  from  existing 
sources  in  the  project  area,  the  SCAQMD  emissions  inventory  will  be  reviewed. 

8.  Pages  124  to  131  of  Appendix  E discuss  the  air  quality  mitigation  measures,  and  list  the 
company  or  government  agency  responsible  for  implementing  the  measures  as  well  as 
the  government  agency  responsible  for  enforcing  the  mitigation  measure.  Pages  131  to 
138  discuss  the  effectiveness  of  the  mitigation  measures.  All  of  these  mitigation 
measures  are  included  in  the  mitigation  monitoring  plan  in  summary  form.  The  updated 
Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program  is  contained  in  Section  II.C.  of  the  final 
EIS/EIR. 

9.  This  comment  concurs  with  the  requirements  contained  in  the  mitigation  section  of  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  (Measure  AQ-23)  that  a reanalysis  of  air  quality  impacts  be  performed 
using  ambient  data  collected  on-site.  Since  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the 
modeling  required  in  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-23  has  been  conducted  and  Mitigation 
Measure  AQ-23  is  now  deemed  complete.  See  Response  0003-2. 

10.  As  suggested  in  this  comment,  this  response  reflects  the  addition  of  a new  mitigation 
measure  to  reduce  PM  10  emissions  (see  Section  II.C.  of  the  final  EIS/EIR).  The  new 
measure  is  as  follows: 

On-Site  Wheel  Washing  Stations.  MRC  shall  install  on-site  wheel  washing 
stations  through  which  all  haul  trucks  will  be  required  to  pass  prior  to  leaving 
the  landfill  area.  This  will  prevent  debris  from  being  deposited  on  road  surfaces 
and  from  becoming  a nuisance  and/or  a source  of  particulates. 

The  feasibility  of  railway  electrification  is  discussed  in  Appendix  E (pp.  116-117)  for 
the  52-mile  stretch  of  track  between  Ferrum  Junction  and  the  landfill  site.  Electrification 
of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  is  not  considered  feasible  at  this  time  because  of  the  steep 
grades  and  several  major  turns  in  the  rail  line  (page  386  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR).  Also,  the 
costs  and  physical  disturbance  necessary  for  the  installation  of  the  catenary  cable  power 
system  reduce  the  feasibility  of  this  measure.  The  continued  review  of  the  feasibility  of 
electrification  of  the  railway  is  part  of  the  project’s  mitigation  measures  (AQ-10).  The 
electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway  will  be  evaluated  when  sufficient  landfill 
gas  is  generated  to  provide  the  required  electrical  energy.  Table  FEIR-AQ-5  (Appen- 
dix M,  Attachment  2 of  the  final  EIS/EIR)  shows  the  reductions  in  locomotive-generated 
emissions  which  could  be  achieved  if  electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line  is 
found  to  be  feasible. 
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1 1.  The  total  initial  construction  time  for  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  project  is 
estimated  to  be  approximately  20  weeks.  There  will  be  no  lasting  impact  on  any  state  or 
federal  air  quality  standard  due  to  the  short-term  nature  of  these  emissions.  Therefore, 
because  construction  emissions  will  be  temporary,  it  was  concluded  that  the  emissions 
are  not  significant.  An  estimate  of  the  heavy  equipment  exhaust  and  fugitive  dust 
emissions  associated  with  the  construction  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  project,  along  with 
suggested  mitigation  measures  are  included  as  Attachment  6,  Appendix  M of  the  final 
EIS/EIR.  The  principles  or  practices  embodied  in  the  mitigation  measures  for  control  of 
emissions  associated  with  construction  equipment  and  activities  are  identical  to  those 
practices  already  identified  for  the  control  of  vehicle  emissions  and  fugitive  dust 
associated  with  ongoing  operations  at  the  landfill. 

12.  Concerns  of  the  National  Park  Service,  as  presented  in  their  letters,  are  noted  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  on  pages  166  and  169.  Mitigation  Measure  AQ-23  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  requires 
a reanalysis  of  ambient  air  quality  impacts,  including  those  at  the  Joshua  Tree  National 
Monument,  and  requires  that  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  develop  and  submit  for 
approval  additional  mitigation  measures  as  needed  to  mitigate  remaining  significant 
impacts  at  the  monument. 

The  revised  air  quality  modeling  using  actual  weather  data  collected  on-site  has  been 
completed  and  the  results  are  summarized  on  modified  tables  (Tables  29, 36, 49,  and  52) 
and  associated  plots  of  project  impacts  in  Attachment  5,  Appendix  M of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 
The  results  of  the  revised  modeling  show  that  project  impacts  (including  those  at  the 
Joshua  Tree  National  Monument)  will  not  exceed  federal  Class  I and  II  increments  and 
will  not  exceed  either  federal  or  California  ambient  air  quality  standards  for  CO,  NO2, 
and  SO2.  Project  impacts  alone  for  PM  10  are  well  below  federal  and  California  ambient 
air  quality  standards.  Furthermore,  the  revised  modeling  show  that  cumulative  impacts 
will  not  exceed  the  annual  average  PM  10  federal  and  California  standards.  However, 
the  highest  background  PM  10  ambient  values  measured  on-site  exceed  the  24-hour 
average  PM  10  federal  and  California  standards.  Therefore,  regardless  of  the  magnitude 
of  project  PM  10  impacts,  when  project  impacts  are  added  to  the  maximum  measured 
background  levels  the  resulting  cumulative  impacts  still  exceed  24-hour  average  federal 
and  California  PM  10  ambient  air  quality  standards. 

13.  This  comment  concurs  with  the  conclusions  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

1 4.  As  described  on  page  1 2,  and  elsewhere  throughout  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  project  involves 
much  more  than  mere  close  coordination  with  the  RWQCB — the  issuance  of  waste 
discharge  requirements  by  the  RWQCB  involves  a very  detailed  review  and  analysis  of 
the  project  design,  and  specifications  for  monitoring  and  enforcement  to  insure  compli- 
ance with  applicable  plans.  Additional  information  is  provided  in  Response  0001-1. 
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15.  See  Responses  0002-3,  4,  5,  and  6. 

16.  See  Responses  0001-11 1 through  116.  The  contribution  of  the  Eagle  Creek  catchment 
area  to  the  Chuckwalla  Valley  is  less  than  10  percent.  Only  a portion  of  this  area  will  be 
covered  by  the  landfill.  Only  the  direct  infiltration  of  precipitation  on  the  landfill  will 
be  lost.  Approximately  5 percent  of  the  precipitation  is  estimated  to  directly  recharge 
the  groundwater  system.  Therefore,  the  total  amount  lost  from  recharging  the  basin  will 
be  the  area  of  the  landfill  covered  at  that  time  times  the  precipitation  on  that  area  times 
5 percent.  For  example,  if  2,000  acres  are  covered  and  3 inches  of  precipitation  occur 
that  year,  25  acre-feet  may  be  lost. 

17.  Please  refer  to  Response  0001-24. 

18.  The  proposed  liner,  leachate  collection,  and  gas  collection  systems  will  comply  with 
RWQCB  regulations.  The  design  of  the  composite  liner,  consisting  of  a minimum  of 
two  feet  of  clay  and  a high  density  polyethylene  flexible  membrane,  will  be  consistent 
with  the  new  federal  EPA  requirement.  A description  of  the  proposed  liner  is  provided 
in  Response  0002-4.  The  potential  for  groundwater  contamination  is  discussed  in 
Responses  0001-25  and  0001-33. 

1 9.  See  Response  0170-16  above. 

20.  As  a requirement  of  the  new  federal  EPA  regulations  and  RWQCB,  MRC  proposes  that 
a composite  liner  consisting  of  a minimum  of  two  feet  of  clay  and  a high  density 
polyethylene  flexible  membrane  be  placed  over  the  entire  area  underlying  refuse. 

2 1 . Please  refer  to  Responses  000 1-10,  11,  and  121. 

22.  Please  refer  to  Responses  000 1-10,  11,  and  121. 

23.  See  Responses  0001-25  and  28  for  a discussion  of  potential  contamination  of 
groundwater. 

24.  See  Responses  0001-18,  25,  28,  29,  33,  and  36. 

25.  Conservative  aspects  of  the  LCRS  design  are  noted  in  Response  0001-15.  Installation 
and  performance  characteristics  of  the  composite  liner  are  discussed  in  Responses  000 1 -4 
through  13. 

26.  Appendix  L of  the  final  EIS/EIR  contains  the  project  drainage  plan.  It  provides  a 
description  and  evaluation  of  the  proposed  temporary  drainage  control  measures. 
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27.  The  potential  impacts  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  Road  Extension  and  new  railway  spur  on 
the  existing  drainage  patterns  are  addressed  on  page  443  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  A more 
detailed  discussion  of  the  existing  and  proposed  drainage  patterns  are  provided  below. 
Also,  the  updated  drainage  report  is  contained  in  Appendix  L of  the  final  EIS/EIR. 

The  existing  drainage  patterns  will  be  impacted  to  a minimal  degree  by  the  Eagle 
Mountain  Road  extension  and  the  proposed  railroad  spur.  Within  the  southerly  1 . 1 miles 
of  the  road  extension,  with  one  exception,  the  contributing  drainage  areas  are  very  minor 
in  nature  and  will  be  perpetuated  by  the  use  of  several  small  culverts.  The  one  exception 
is  the  overflow  from  the  MWD  pumping  plant  fore-bay,  which  only  occurs  in  the  event 
of  an  emergency  shut  down  of  the  facility  within  the  Eagle  Mountain  tunnel.  The  design 
of  the  overflow  crossing  of  the  road  extension  will  be  sufficient  to  accommodate  the  flow 
that  can  pass  the  concrete  box  under  the  pumping  plant  access  road  and  the  trestle  on  the 
existing  railroad  immediately  upstream  from  the  road  extension. 

The  next  1.6  miles  of  the  proposed  road  extension  will  be  constructed  adjacent  to  the 
existing  railroad  on  the  downstream  side.  The  drainage  facilities  crossing  under  the 
existing  railroad  will  be  reconstructed  as  needed  and  will  be  extended  under  the  road 
section  to  perpetuate  existing  drainage  patterns.  The  proposed  railroad  spur  and  road 
extension  into  the  landfill  area  is  to  be  located  adjacent  to  and  upstream  from  the  Colorado 
River  Aqueduct  (CRA).  It  is  planned  to  provide  drainage  facilities  under  the  railroad 
and  road  directed  at  existing  drainage  crossings  of  the  CRA.  Downstream  from  the 
aqueduct  crossing  the  storm  flows  will  be  allowed  to  spread  out  into  their  current  drainage 
patterns. 

28.  All  key  drainage  facilities  will  be  designed  for  100-year  storm  flows  for  the  most  critical 
events  ranging  from  1-,  3-,  6-,  and  24-hour  duration  storms.  In  addition,  a 500-year 
frequency  standard  will  be  adopted  for  review  of  channel  freeboard  design.  Riverside 
County  Flood  Control  District  suggests,  based  on  their  experience,  that  this  provides  the 
most  conservative  design  storm  to  use  in  desert  areas  and  provides  for  the  highest 
intensity  of  runoff.  Figure  56  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  provides  the  information  requested 
in  this  comment. 

29.  Design  of  drainage  facilities  will  utilize  1991  aerial  topography  and  the  most  current 
government  topographic  mapping.  Eagle  Creek  currently  flows  into  the  East  Pit. 

30.  The  project  impacts  to  the  nearby  wells,  springs,  and  subsurface  flow  are  fully  evaluated 
on  page  328  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

3 1 . See  Response  000 1 -43. 

32.  See  Response  157-64. 
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33.  For  each  issue  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  impacts  associated  with  each  alternative 
are  provided,  including  the  proposed  action,  the  reduced  landfill  operations  alternative, 
the  proposed  action  with  rail  access  only  alternative,  and  the  no  action  alternative.  Since 
the  project  has  the  objective  of  providing  landfill  capacity,  the  no  project  alternative  was 
analyzed  primarily  from  the  perspective  of  no  action  at  the  project  site  in  conjunction 
with  the  continued  reliance  on  conventional  landfills.  Thus,  the  no  project  alternative 
avoids  changes  at  the  project  site,  but  does  result  in  impacts  such  as  continued  air 
emissions  in  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  described  on  pages  393-396.  While  brief,  the 
discussion  of  the  current  Surface  Mine  and  Reclamation  Act  reclamation  plan  on  page 
75  is  an  accurate  summary  of  the  existing  Kaiser  Steel  Resources  plan.  This  current  plan 
is  limited  to  the  following  actions:  removal  of  old  mining  equipment  (which  is  ongoing), 
minor  drainage  improvements,  and  allowing  natural  revegetation  to  proceed.  The 
EIS/EIR  concludes  that  the  Eagle  Mountain  Energy  Company  project  is  “speculative  and 
remote  and  not  reasonably  foreseeable.”  Therefore,  the  potential  for  implementation  of 
this  project  is  unknown.  See  Responses  0152-1  through  0152-11. 

34.  At  the  present  time  it  is  difficult  to  estimate  the  probability  of  implementation  for  the 
various  alternative  sites  and  projects.  Within  the  potential  wastesheds  reviewed  in  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  (pages  4-5),  approximately  70,000  tons  per  day  of  municipal  solid  waste 
are  generated.  Thus,  it  would  be  possible  to  operate  the  proposed  project  at  full  capacity, 
operate  the  Amboy  project  at  full  capacity,  and  still  have  a need  for  additional  disposal 
capacity  fulfilled  by  conventional  landfills.  Since  it  will  be  some  years  before  any  of  the 
remote  disposal  facilities  can  operate  at  full  capacity  it  is  more  difficult  to  predict  how 
disposal  capacity  will  be  provided.  In  general,  solid  waste  departments  are  planning  for 
all  contingencies — proceeding  with  recycling  and  diversion  programs,  expanding  the 
capacity  of  existing  landfills,  permitting  for  new  landfills,  and  cooperating  with  potential 
remote  disposal  projects.  While  some  short-term  market  advantage  may  be  gained  by 
the  first  remote  disposal  site  to  become  operational,  given  the  expected  lifetimes  of  these 
projects  they  are  not  mutually  exclusive. 

AB  939  mandates  reductions  in  solid  waste  disposal  volumes  and  places  the  responsibility 
for  achieving  the  reductions  on  local  jurisdictions.  The  precise  tactics  to  accomplish  the 
reductions,  mandatory  source  separation,  green  material  recycling,  pricing  mechanisms, 
acceptance  criteria,  and  others  will  be  developed  in  an  integrated  manner  by  the  Riverside 
County  Waste  Management  Department  and  other  local  governments.  Regardless  of  the 
success  of  these  programs,  the  need  for  continued  disposal  capacity  will  remain.  See 
Response  Number  0006-1  for  additional  information. 

35.  The  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  action’s  off-site  improvements  (the  road  and 
railroad  rights-of-way  and  the  land  exchange)  are  discussed  in  Section  IV.  Environmen- 
tal Consequences  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  for  each  individual  issue. 
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36.  See  Response  0015-2. 

37.  See  Response  0015-2. 

38.  The  project  applicant  will  work  closely  with  local,  state,  and  private  entities  in  the 
development  of  future  solid  waste  processing  and  transfer  stations  which  may  serve  the 
landfill  in  the  future. 

39.  See  Response  0 1 49- 1 0. 

40.  See  Response  0165-1  above. 

4 1 . See  Responses  0165-1. 

42.  See  Responses  0059-1  and  0083-3. 

43.  Figure  99  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  illustrates  the  75  dBA  noise  contour  line  for  the  proposed 
landfill  operations.  As  shown  on  this  figure,  the  residential  land  uses  of  the  Eagle 
Mountain  townsite  would  not  be  exposed  to  noise  levels  in  excess  of  75  dBA. 

44.  A formalized  closure  and  postclosure  maintenance  plan  will  be  submitted  to  the  RWQCB 
within  180  days  of  the  termination  of  each  area’s  phase  of  waste  disposal,  according  to 
CCR  Tide  23,  Article  9,  Chapter  15,  Section  2597. 

MRC  will  be  responsible  for  all  aspects  of  post-closure  monitoring  and  controls.  The 
closure  and  post-closure  costs  will  be  formatted  according  to  Title  14  of  the  California 
Code  of  Regulations  and  will  include  a letter  of  credit  which  is  a demonstration  of 
financial  responsibility  for  closure  and  postclosure  costs  and  a financial  means  test  and 
guarantee  demonstrating  responsibility  for  closure  of  the  site. 

45.  Please  refer  to  Response  000 1-10,  11,  and  121. 

46.  There  is  no  evidence  that  bighorn  sheep  disperse  across  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line 
right-of-way.  Should  a bighorn  sheep  be  on  the  tracks  at  the  time  a train  approaches  it 
certainly  is  agile  enough  to  avoid  being  hit.  Sheep  are  also  somewhat  tolerant  of  human 
impacts  activity,  and  it  seems  unlikely  that  the  level  of  train  traffic  projected  for  the  rail 
line  would  represent  a significant  barrier  to  sheep  movements. 

47.  The  anticipated  growth  associated  with  proposed  landfill  operations  is  discussed  in 
Section  IV.H.l  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  Utilities  and  community  facilities  are  presently  in 
place  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  townsite  to  accommodate  the  anticipated  increase  in 
population  associated  with  the  landfill.  The  draft  states  that  growth  will  be  neither 
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discouraged  or  encouraged  in  the  region  by  the  denial  or  approval  of  the  proposed  project, 
and  therefore,  approval  of  the  project  is  not  considered  a significant  regional  growth- 
inducing  impact. 

48.  Please  refer  to  Response  0025-8. 

49.  The  local  Desert  Center  dump  will  remain  open  to  accept  locally  generated  waste  until 
the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  facilities  are  in  place  and  operations  commence.  There  is  no 
inspection  or  sorting  of  refuse  at  the  Desert  Center  dump. 

50.  Presently,  access  to  the  site  is  restricted  and  minimal  patrolling  occurs.  If  the  proposed 
landfill  project  does  not  occur,  and  no  other  active  uses  are  pursued  at  the  site,  then  the 
existing  reclamation  plan  would  take  effect.  Upon  implementation  of  the  current 
reclamation  plan,  fencing  and  access  restrictions  would  remain  in  some  areas.  The  level 
of  patrolling,  maintenance,  and  the  effectiveness  of  access  restrictions  over  time  are  all 
uncertain,  however,  under  the  “No  Project”  alternative. 

51.  The  major  outcome  of  FLPMA  affecting  the  area  of  the  project  was  the  preparation  of 
the  BLM’s  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan  (1980),  pursuant  to  Section  601  of 
FLPMA.  Consistency  with  the  CDCA  Plan  is  the  most  pertinent  requirement  of  FLPMA. 
The  land  exchange  itself  is  necessary  to  provide  consistency  with  the  CDCA  Plan,  as 
discussed  on  pages  178-187  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  reviews  the  other 
major  applicable  processes  under  FLPMA  on  pages  13-15  in  discussing  the  proposed 
land  exchange.  A general  description  of  the  proposed  rights-of-way  is  provided  on  pages 
25-3 1 ; a legal  description  will  be  necessary  as  part  of  the  legal  documentation  of  the 
rights-of-way. 

52.  The  Biological  Assessment  was  prepared  for  the  Section  7 consultation  as  required  by 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  (see  Appendix  N of  the  final  EIS/EIR). 

53.  The  “Responsible  Agency”  which  appears  in  the  fourth  column  of  the  Mitigation 
Monitoring  Plan  in  Appendix  K of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  the  agency  responsible  for 
assuring  that  the  mitigation  measures  are  carried  out.  A revised  Mitigation  Report- 
ing/Monitoring Program  has  been  prepared  and  is  included  in  Section  n.C.  of  the  final 
EIS/EIR. 
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VIII.  List  of  Preparers 

Project  Management  (RECON): 

John  P.  Larson,  Director 

B.S.  Chemistry,  San  Diego  State  University,  1975 
San  Diego  State  University,  1992 
Years  of  Experience:  15 
Donald  E.  Haines,  Project  Manager 

B.A.  English,  University  of  Michigan,  1963 

M.A.  Comparative  Literature,  University  of  Michigan,  1968 

Years  of  Experience:  5 

RECON  staff  participating  in  the  preparation  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  include: 

M.A.  Alexandra  Acosta-Mathis,  B.A.  Neurobiology 
Environmental  Analyst 
Sandra  R.  Fayette,  B.S.  Education 
Environmental  Analyst 
Loretta  L.  Gross 

Production  Supervisor 
Tom  Held,  B.A.  English;  M.A.  English 
Environmental  Analyst 
Stacey  Higgins 

Production  Specialist 

Peter  Langenfeld,  B.S.  Geology  and  Geography 
Cover  Design 

David  N.  Lawhead,  B.S.  Biology;  M.S.  Wildlife  Ecology 
Project  Biologist 
Kristine  L.  K.  Manley 
Technical  Illustrator 
Harry  J.  Price,  B.A.  Anthropology 
Senior  Technical  Illustrator 
Frank  Ritz,  B.A.  Anthropology 
Project  Archaeologist 

Gerald  A.  Scheid,  B.S.  Biology,  M.S.  Ecology 
Project  Ecologist 
Sue  Wade,  B.A.  Anthropology 
Project  Archaeologist 
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The  following  subcontractors  supplied  analyses  of  special  topics  for  RECON: 

DKS  Associates,  Traffic  Engineering 
Mestre  Greve  Associates,  Noise  Analysis 
San  Bernardino  County  Museum,  Paleontology 
Cultural  Systems  Research,  Inc.,  Ethnography 

Information  regarding  the  project  was  provided  by  the  following  personnel  of  Mine 
Reclamation  Corporation: 

Gary  W.  Johnson,  P.E. 

Gary  Kovall,  Senior  Vice  President 
Robert  D.  Coale,  P.E.,  Technical  Director 
Michael  McCartney 
Kurt  Ramey 

Additional  information  regarding  the  project  was  provided  by  the  following  personnel 
of  Kaiser  Steel  Resources: 

Gerald  A.  Fawcett,  Senior  Vice  President,  Corporate  Development 
Orlo  J.  Anderson,  Manager,  Mining  Properties 
Jerry  Stokes,  Assistant  Manager,  Mining  Properties 

Technical  data  and  analyses  for  the  final  EIS/EIR  were  provided  by  the  following  firms: 

CM  Engineering  Associates,  Inc. 

E.  Joseph  Shaw 
Clyde  Hippenstiel 

GeoSyntec  Consultants 
Thierry  R.  Sanglerat 
Michael  Yacyshyn 
Bert  Palmer 

G Si/Water 
Joe  Birman 
Scott  Shomer 

SCS  Engineers 

Mark  B.  Beizer,  P.E.,  Vice  President 
Ray  Grier,  P.E. 

Mark  D.  Alpers 
Julie  Benson 
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Sierra  Research,  Inc. 

Gary  Rubenstein 
Tom  Andrews 
Earl  Withycombe 

Lead  agency  staff  responsible  for  the  preparation  of  the  final  EIS/EIR  include: 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Palm  Springs/South  Coast  Resource  Area,  Steve  Nagle 

County  of  Riverside,  David  Mares 

Other  persons  and  agencies  consulted  during  the  preparation  of  the  final  EIS/EIR 

include: 

California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
Vem  Bleich 
Gerald  Mulcahey 
Kim  Nichol 
Fred  Worthley 

National  Park  Service,  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument 
Air  Quality  Division,  Denver 
Cooperative  National  Park  Resources  Studies  Unit 
Regional  Office,  Western  Region 

Riverside,  County  of 
Fire  Department 
Planning  Department 
Ron  Goldman 
Steve  Kupferman 
Joe  Richards 

Smith,  Peroni  & Fox  Planning  Consultants,  Inc. 

Mike  Peroni 

Southern  Pacific  Railroad 
Tim  Kava 

Review  was  also  provided  by  the  following  attorneys: 

Best,  Best  and  Krieger 

Browning-Ferris  Industries 

E.  William  Hutton 
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James  Good 
Patrick  Mitchell 
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Accident,  188, 198, 202,  204,  205-206,  221,  226, 229,  243, 261,  285,  287,  299,  321,  390, 414. 
See  also  Rail  accident;  Train,  accident 

ACEC  (Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern),  61,  109,  280-281,  360,  384 
Adit  extension,  199,  221-222,  285,  369 

Air  emissions,  21,  104,  181,  257,  306,  319-320,  349,  365,  379,  382,  384,  425,  427,  435, 

439, 452 

Alternative  fuels,  172,  249,  275,  295,  306-307,  327-328,  332,  370,  423-426 

Alternative  railroad  alignment,  61 

Alternative  sites,  60,  196,  268,  316,  319,  338,  349,  447,  452 

Alverson’s  foxtail  cactus,  xii,  62,  240,  273,  286 

Amboy.  See  Rail-Cycle 

Aquifer,  xi-xii,  62,  139,  211,  225,  262,  324,  348 

Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern.  See  ACEC 

Assembly  Bill  939.  See  AB  939 

At-grade  crossing,  250,  314 

Average  daily  traffic  volume,  228 

Average  daily  train  volume,  444.  See  also  Train,  volumes 
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BACT.  See  Best  available  control  technology 
Barrier-culvert  system,  281 

Bedrock,  125-127,  134,  136-137,  166-168,  236,  350-351,  406,  432 
Best  available  control  technology  (BACT),  xi,  108,  142-144,  149-150,  174,  177-178,  182, 
209,  291,329,  409,  428 

Bighorn  sheep,  xii,  61,  191,  216,  221-222,  235,  241-243,  276,  279,  281,  338,  361, 
420^121,453 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  Preferred  Alternative,  ix,  61 
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California  Desert  Conservation  Area  (CDCA)  Plan,  348,  454.  See  also  CDCA 
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California  leaf-nosed  bat,  xii,  285 
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Chuckwalla  Valley,  104,  138-139,  210-211,  219,  236,  238,  266,  300,  322,  324,  433,  450 
Citizen’s  Oversight  Committee,  18,  110 
CIWMB.  See  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board 
Class  I or  H increments,  107,  109,  169,  253,  357-359,  371,  373-374 
Class  HI  landfill,  1 14,  158,  184,  236,  261,  324,  338,  400-401,  406,  439,  441,  445 
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252,  262-263,  269,  282,  287,  292-294,  314,  324,  327,  372-374,  395,  399,  417,  419, 
422, 430 

Coachella  Valley  PM  10  Plan.  See  PM10 

Colorado  River  Aqueduct  (CRA),  232,  274,  298,  366,  378-382,  394,  445,  451 
Composite  liner  system,  107,  127,  135 

Containment  system,  x,  13-14,  136-137,  163,  236,  258,  301,  310,  341,  407,  431 
County  Solid  Waste  Management  Plan  (CoSWMP),  3,  203,  249 

Cover  material,  159,  195,  259,  270,  300,  325,  366,  408,  439.  See  also  Landfill  cover;  Daily 
cover 

CRA.  See  Colorado  River  Aqueduct 
Cumulative  projects,  62,  112,  114 
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Daily  cover,  196,  210,  222,  260,  349,  376,  381,  402,  420,  443.  See  also  Cover  material; 
Landfill  cover 

Derailment,  192,  287,  302,  343,  380,  394 

Desert  Center,  18-19,  103-105,  114,  163,  190,  210,  219,  232,  235,  237-238,  266,  273, 
299-300,  317,  321-324,  404,  454 
Desert  pupfish,  xii,  4,  106,  221,  243,  273,  279,  284 

Desert  tortoise,  xii,  4,  21,  61-62,  106,  108-109,  190-191,  198,  216,  221-222,  268,  272, 
276-277,  279-280,  282,  284,  289,  300,  321,  338,  348,  361,  365,  386,  421,  433,  443 
Development  Agreement,  ix,  4,  291,  303-304,  308,  398,  422,  429 
Drainage,  xi-xiv,  1,  128,  133-135,  154-156,  161,  164,  200-201,  210,  221,  223-225,  233, 
246,  258,  262,  273-275, 286,  292,  297-301,  308,  325-326,  345-346,  366-367,  378-379, 
384-385,  401-402, 406^107, 410-412, 414-415,  419,  431-433,  445,  450^152 
Dust  control,  10,  13,  132-133,  139,  148,  164,  175,  194,  201,  214,  250,  264,  273-274,  309, 
376,382,  396,  404,411 
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Eagle  Mountain  Road,  ix-x,  2,  21,  152-153,  186,  197,  221,  226-230,  244,  264-265, 

276-277,  280,  282-283,  285-286,  292,  299,  306,  308-309,  314,  321,  326,  335,  338,  343, 
361,378-380,  391,436,  451 
Eagle  Mountain  townsite,  242,  279,  284,  365,  384,  453 
Elementary  school,  114,  276-277,  291,  299,  435 

Emergency  response,  xii,  158,  164,  192,  202,  205-206,  226,  251-252,  261-262,  302,  310, 
330,  334,  339,  342-344,  390,  410.  See  also  Medical  services 
Endangered  species,  x,  xii,  4-5,  17,  106,  109,  191,  243,  267,  277,  279,  284-286,  291,  348, 
361,  369,  374,  377,  401,  421,  432,  454 
Energy  recovery,  213,  218,  260,  344,  366,  368,  424,  427 

Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA),  3,  10,  13,  99,  104,  107,  128,  131-132,  144,  147, 
149-150,  156,  162,  177-178,  199,  211,  236,  291,  301,  316,  320,  324,  337,  347,  352,  355, 
357-360,  364,  371-372,  383,  396,  399,  407,  427,  431,  435^136,  446^147,  450 
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Fault,  134,  137,  164,  167,  217,  225,  266,  346,  394,  402,  437 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA),  ix-x,  2,  4,  355,  454 
Ferrum  Junction,  7,  180,  206-207,  212,  295,  302,  318,  328,  332,  337,  383-384,  395,  414, 
426,  444,  448 

Final  cover,  xii,  134-135,  210,  224,  258,  270,  307,  321,  350,  410,  412,  414,  420,  431 
Fine  tailing,  13,  128,  148,  156,  218,  325,  350,  352,  407 

Flexible  membrane  liner  (FML),  xi,  13-14,  107,  127-129,  140,  142,  214,  224,  236,  324,  431 

FLPMA.  See  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 

Fluoride,  210,  236 

FML.  See  Flexible  membrane  liner 

Foundation  and  monitoring  layer,  14,  126,  161,  259 

Free  leachate,  107,  309 

Fuel  consumption,  112, 181, 191,  234,  267,  290,  307, 318-319,  344,  349,  359, 427, 430-431 

G 

Green  waste,  60,  238,  252,  303,  392-393,  398,  405,  422,  428 
Groundwater  basin,  138,  225,  366 

Groundwater  monitoring,  162,  167,  225,  236,  262,  316,  347,  381,  399,  406-407,  417 
Groundwater  pollution,  xii,  104, 140,  419 
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Hazardous  material,  175,  204,  255,  325 

Hazardous  waste,  7,  111,  130,  156,  163,  195,  197,  204,  214,  234,  236-237,  251,  257-258, 
261,  277,  298,  304,  323-324,  334,  337-338,  382,  385,  392-393,  400,  403^04,  409-410, 
435,  441 

Health  risk  assessment,  156,  179,  215,  305,  321,  330,  358,  384,  415 
HDPE  liner,  107,  125,  132,  140-141,  324.  See  also  High  density  polyethylene 
High  density  polyethylene  (HDPE),  13,  128-129,  199,  211,  236,  291,  301,  324,  337,  347, 
407,431,450.  See  also  HDPE  liner 
Holocene,  134,  346,  394,  402 

I 

Joshua  Tree  Community  Correctional  Facility,  114 

Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  (JTNM),  60,  103-104,  107,  109,  148,  168-169,  187,  190, 
213,  216,  218,  241,  253-254,  264,  268,  272,  278,  289,  306,  312,  356,  358-360,  364-365, 
369-376,  386,  443^44,  449 


Kaiser  Road,  114,  152,  155,  226-229,  233,  283,  299,  309,  343-344 
Kaiser  Steel  Resources,  ix,  2,  4,  7,  209,  236,  276,  292, 432,  446,  452 


Lake  Tamarisk,  18-19,  105,  139,  163,  236,  238,  317,  404 
Land  exchange,  2,  4,  106,  276,  338,  345,  432^-33,  452,  454 
Landfill  closure,  43 1 

Landfill  cover,  300,  307,  325,  431.  See  also  Cover  material;  Daily  cover 
Landfill  gas,  x-xii,  2,  4,  107-108,  131,  134,  136,  138,  142-144,  149,  156-157,  159,  163, 
174-175,  179-180,  182,  191,  200,  204,  213,  221,  239,  258,  260,  262,  270,  288,  295,  300, 
320,  325,  328-329,  332-333,  337,  344,  352,  358-360,  368-369,  371-372,  395,  404,  409, 
415,  419,  424,  426^129,  435-436,  441,  448.  See  also  LFG 
Landfill  liner,  13,  136,  200,  211,  301,  324 

Landfill  operation,  10,  20,  62,  153,  181,  205,  210,  232,  242,  257,  361,  381 
Leachate  control,  136 
Leachate  migration,  140, 161 

LFG,  107,  131,  133,  136-138,  140-143,  145,  149-151,  156-157,  159,  162,  175,  182,  195, 
200,  234,  288,  319,  337,  341,  352,  355,  358,  370,  384,  409,  419,  424,  428,  435,  439.  to 
also  Landfill  gas 

Lighting,  218,  227,  254,  265,  365,  375,  386 
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Litter  control,  110-111,  207,  254,  313,  369,  375-376,  386 

Load-check(ing),  111,  163,  181,  197,  206,  259-260,  274,  293,  324,  337,  378,  385,  393, 
398,  402,  413,  420 
Long-term  monitoring  team,  20,  110 

Low-permeability  soil,  xi-xii,  107,  128,  135,  140,  199,  211,  236,  291,  301,  324,  337,  347, 
407,  431 


M 

Materials  recovery,  110-1 1 1,  207,  313,  375.  See  also  Recycling 
Materials  recovery  facility(ies)  (MRF),  x,  60, 110-111,  163,  170-171,  173, 181,  189,  193, 
195-197,  206-207,  215,  238,  256,  259,  277,  292,  298,  304,  313-314,  316,  318,  337,  342, 
375,  378,  380,  392, 402, 408, 412^114, 419^123, 433, 435, 439, 441, 444.  See  also  Recycling 
Medfly,  205,  232,381 

Medical  services,  158,  232,  251.  See  also  Emergency  response 
Mesquite  rail  haul,  114 

Meteorological  data,  142,  144-145,  178,  215,  305,  329-330,  355-358,  447 
Methane  gas,  131,  288,  337,  419 

Metropolitan  Water  District  (MWD),  5,  10,  152-153,  197,  201,  226-232,  275,  298-299, 

305,  309,  366-367,  377-380,  381,  445,  451 
Mine  adit,  221 

Mine  Reclamation  Corporation,  ix,  2,  7,  19,  103,  177,  182,  188,  249,  362,  427,  436, 
446-447,449.  See  also  MRC 
Mine  Reclamation  Plan.  See  Reclamation  Plan 

Mining,  2,  5,  7,  60,  62,  126,  149,  155-156,  190-192,  194,  208,  212,  222-223,  237,  242, 

253,  288,  343,  345,  348,  355,  364-365,  376,  380,  403,  452 
Mitigation  Reporting/Monitoring  Program,  16,  21,  61,  150,  176,  179,  182,  186,  198,  208, 
249,  251,  276,  281,  283-284,  381,  396-397,  409,  411,  413,  415,  423,  437,  442-443,  448, 
454 

Moisture,  128-130,  133,  135,  159,  196,  210,  300,  325,  396,  419,  429 
Monitoring  well,  157,  166-167,  419 

MRC,  ix,  2,  18-21,  110-111,  135,  153,  163,  168-169,  173,  186,  192-193,  195,  197-199, 
201-202,  204-206,  208-209,  212-214,  216-217,  220,  225-226,  233-235,  242-244, 
252-253,  256-257,  260-262,  265-266,  272,  276-277,  283-284,  287,  294-295,  299-300, 
303-304,  307-308,  310,  312-313,  322,  330-331, 334,  336, 338-339, 342,  344,  347,  362, 
365,  386,  389-391,  393-394,  398,  403-404,  410,  412,  417^118,  420,  423,  426,  432,  439, 
445^446,  448,  450,  453.  See  also  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation 
MRF.  See  Materials  recovery  facility 

Municipal  solid  waste  landfill  (MSWLF),  130,  236,  323,  392,  396,  400 
MWD.  See  Metropolitan  Water  District 
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National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  See  NEPA 
National  Park  Service  (NPS),  20-21,  109-1 10,  371,  375,  449 
Nelson’s  bighorn  sheep.  See  Bighorn  sheep 

NEPA,  1,  5,  16,  20,  174,  196,  248-250,  277,  283-286,  295,  311,  316,  327,  348,  388-389, 
418,428,436 

Nighttime  landfill  operations,  227 

Noise,  60,  104,  151-154,  183,  227,  230-231,  252,  254,  264,  278,  282,  285,  287,  301, 

309-310,  322,  341,  343,  365,  369,  375,  379,  383,  385-386,  389,  410,  437,  444,  453.  See 
also  Train,  noise 
Notice  of  Preparation,  159 
NPS.  See  National  Park  Service 
Nuisance,  448 

O 

Odor,  60,  151,  180,  212,  225,  266,  313,  337,  342,  403,  407^109,  411,  444 
100-year  storm,  200-201,  223,  246,  258,  419^120,  451 
Orocopia  sage,  xii,  240-241 

P 

Permeability,  125,  128-129,  350-351,  432 
Pesticide,  233 

Phase  I container  handling  yard,  191,  227,  291,  310,  418 

Phase  II  container  handling  yard,  60,  227-228,  274,  291,  298,  304,  312,  378,  393,  404,  418 
Pinto  Basin,  109-110,  216,  254,  370,  374-375,  403 

PM  10,  15,  61,  108-109,  145-147,  150,  176,  207-208,  239,  248,  263,  269,  282,  293-294, 
327,  355-357,  360,  368,  373,  395-396,  417,  427,  430,  447^149 
Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  (PSD),  107,  149,  177-178,  320,  357-359,  371,  447 
Project  sequencing,  350 

Public  health,  16,  103,  141,  156-157,  192,  194,  232,  252,  261,  266,  302,  320 

R 


Radioactive  material,  199,  237,  318,  334,  392,  441 

Rail  accident,  xii,  192,  202,  205-206,  302,  334,  343-344,  435 

Rail  service  interruption,  197,  293,  301,  309,  311,  394,  399 

Rail  transport,  2,  183,  202,  234,  293,  302,  309-310,  318-319,  337-338,  383,  390,  397,  417, 
422,  427,  447 
Rail-Cycle,  150,  269-271 
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Railway  electrification,  180,  332,  395,  426,  448 

Raven,  190,  222,  244,  254,  272,  278,  280-281,  283,  289,  361,  374,  380,  386,  421,  443-444 
RCRA  (Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act),  246 
Reclamation  Plan,  ix,  4,  223,  237,  321,  365,  452,  454 
Recyclable  material,  200,  257,  274,  378,  428 

Recycling,  xi,  2,  7,  60,  110-111,  170,  184,  187,  193-195,  200-202,  207,  209,  214,  217, 

220,  222-223,  225,  235,  250-252,  255,  259,  267,  277,  287,  289,  296, 304, 307-308,  313, 
316,  326,  332-333,  335,  342,  371,  375,  385,  393,  400,  412,  420,  428,  433,  440,  452 
Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  x,  4,  13,  104,  125,  155,  159,  164,  197,  208,  233, 

303,  308,  381,  384,  398,  431.  See  also  RWQCB 
Report  of  Waste  Discharge  (ROWD),  125,  128,  134,  168,  208,  349 
Retum-to-custody  facility  (RTCF),  151-152,  157,  222,  227,  231-232 
Revegetation,  268,  307,  321,  452 

Right-of-way,  ix-x,  2,  4-5,  7,  201,  228,  240,  280-281,  283,  292,  299,  308,  314,  335,  337, 
355, 361, 377-378,  384,  436,  453 

Risk  assessment,  142,  178,  329,  384,  415.  See  also  Health  risk  assessment 
Riverside  County  General  Plan,  10,  420 
ROWD.  See  Report  of  Waste  Discharge 
RTCF.  See  Retum-to-custody  facility 

RWQCB,  x-xi,  111,  125,  127-128,  133-135,  137,  155,  159,  162-163,  166-168,  199,211, 
224,  235-236,  276,  291,  301,  310,  337,  347,  350,  362,  401,  407,  417,  431,  449^150,  453 


S 

Salt  Creek,  xii,  198,  221,  243,  346,  384,  437 
San  Andreas  fault,  217,  225,  394,  437 
SCAB.  See  South  Coast  Air  Basin 

SCAQMD,  104,  109,  138,  143-144,  148-150,  157,  172,  174-179,  182-183,  185,  187,  209, 
263-264,  275-276,  288,  29^295,  306-307,  320,  327-328,  337,  357,  360,  370,  372,  395, 
409,  415,  418,  422^4-24,  436,  446-448.  See  also  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management 
District 

SCR.  See  Selective  catalytic  reduction 

Section  7,  x,  1,  4,  17,  106,  110,  243,  277,  369,  374,  421,  432,  454 
SEDAB.  See  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin 
Seismic  event,  394.  See  also  Faults;  San  Andreas  fault 
Seismic  hazards,  292.  See  also  Faults;  San  Andreas  fault 

Selective  catalytic  reduction  (SCR),  108, 169,  172,  177,  186,  249,  306-307,  328,  359,  418, 
423,  425-426 

Sensitive  species,  xii,  240,  279,  338,  361, 421,  433,  436 
Sewage,  111,  133,  138,  156,  208,  400 

Source  reduction,  60,  184,  209,  214,  223,  251,  259,  296,  371,  405 
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South  Coast  Air  Basin  (SCAB),  104,  141,  144-146,  169,  171-172,  187,  207-208,  225,  237, 
268,  271,  293-294,  304-305,  318-320,  326-327,  331,  348-349,  372-373,  428-130,  452 
South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District  (SCAQMD),  x,  4,  104,  107,  126,  142,  147, 
157,  168,  174-175,  178,  183,  233,  239,  288,  291,  329,  355,  436,  446 
Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  (SEDAB),  104,  145,  148,  169,  171,  175,  187,  207,  225,  237, 
268-269,  293,  30«05,  319-320,  326,  348-349,  356,  372-373,  430,  446 
Surface  water,  xi-xii,  125,  161-162,  200,  233,  431 

1 

Threatened  species,  280 
Townsend’s  big-eared  bat,  285-286 
Train 

accident,  188,  192,  198,  205-206,  221,  252,  287,  321,  343-344,  380,  390,  411,  435 
noise,  151-152,  183,  227,  230,  282,  287,  310,  341,  343,  383,  389 
volumes,  15,  114,  152,  191-192,  205-207,  214,  227-228,  250,  261-262,  278,  294,  311, 
314—315,  389,  418-419,  444 

Transfer  station,  59,  156,  163,  189,  195-197,  199,  206,  215,  250,  256,  259,  264,  267,  270, 
310-311,  318-319,  334,  340,  350,  360,  382,  408,  412,  419-121,  433,  435,  441 
Truck  route,  254 

Truck  transport,  ix,  7,  14,  59,  193,  229-230,  239,  249,  252,  293,  340,  390,  414 
U 


Unit  risk  factors,  178-179 

Utilities,  62,  114,  164,  184,  205,  231,  237,  251,  278,  340,  342,  385,  390,  399,  437,  453 

V 

Vadose  zone,  xi-xiii,  129,  135,  140,  161-162,  167 
Vehicle  delay,  250 

VOC  (volatile  organic  compound),  15,  108,  146,  149-150,  372,  382 

W 

Waste  discharge  requirements,  x,  4,  133,  233,  303,  308,  398,  431,  449 
Waste  diversion,  60,  184,  187,  195,  211,  214,  223,  238-239,  259,  289,  296,  303,  311,  326, 
337,  392,  405,  415,  447 
Waste  reduction,  184,  209,  296,  433,  439,  447 
Waste  screening,  163,  206,  238,  274,  298,  304,  378,  393,  403^104 
Waste  stream,  2,  60,  150,  156,  181,  194,  196-197,  199,  211,  213-215,  223,  238,  252,  256, 
271,  277,  289,  298,  334,  338-339,  367,  380,  385,  392,  406,  410,  419,  439,  441 
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Water  consumption,  62,  201,  382,  41 1 
Water  supply,  xi,  231,  403 
Water  use,  13,  1 14,  348,  396,  433 

Windblown  debris,  110-111,  196,  207,  226,  253,  274-275,  289,  310,  312-313,  331,  342, 
369-370,  376,  378,  385-386,  408 
Windblown  litter,  110,  201,  207,  274,  313,  375,  378 
Worker  safety,  156,  158,  314,  318,  410 
Worker/driver  education  program,  276 

Y 

Yuma  clapper  rail,  279,  285 
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